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- Balance of
Mumamty

12 Anshony Lewis

LR Moy, 17 = The Russiw
Suta i performed the other night’
i tha Gueen Elizabeth Halh bdnd‘?ll,‘”
On ihe navement outside thers'wa§ a |

e terperformancer Victst Yoran, a.

foviet Yew in exile, played works for
uraciompatied cello by Bach and Ravel.

Mr. Yoran was  protesting the

Husal of Soviet anthonities over the
'mt three veass to let his wife, his
aom and his mopther join bim in Iscael. .
Cthers with him carried sighis con-
dvmmrvg the (reatment of Jews i the
U.5.5R., for example the dismissal of

24 Tewrsh musiciang from the Moscow
Radlo Orchestra after one sought a
permit to leave for lsrael -

The incident savoked a disparate
memeory., One of the most bizarre
moements i the 1972 Republican cons
vention cams during a film onm the

leeompllshmu of President Nixon.

When he was shown with Leonid ™

" Brezhnev of the U.S.SR., the hall
in Miami burst into ‘the loudest
applause of the evening. .

The applause was doubtless for the
idea of détente rather than the person -
of Brezhnev. Still, it was remarkablg -
to see thousands of Republicans '
applauding at the burly image of the ;
“soviet Communist' party leader, the:
imposer of a head tax on Jewish emi--

grants, the author of the formal doc-
trine that the: Soviet Union may sup.

_press freedom In any Socialist country. .

N The  delegates’ enthusiasm for -
5 friendship with the most: powerful of ]
Communist countries contrasted. wu.h
their ‘aqually atrong support for con- "
tinued Amerlcm air and naval assault -

monGOfﬂM £t Noarth Vie - . v
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into something
genial? Hardiy, The persecu
seaters, more cruel
too well known to
the punishment in
and labor eamps. One sa
exampie is the desth of
old poet Yur Galanskov a
this month. He was known to
sovere stomach ulcers; but when
mother brought honey i
June, camp guthorities
ing he was not sick but

Or perhaps we could say @at the
Soviet Union does not invade other
countries, as North Vietnam did the
South in the spring offensive, But that
“invasion™ was part of @ war in what
had been one country for many hun-
dreds of years and is still regarded
as such by most Vietnamese, Tha
Soviet Union only a few years ago
brazenly invaded a totally foreign
country, Czechoslovakia. Have we for-
gotten already?

No, the reason for the difference in-
attitudes is plain enough. The Soviet
Union is big, powerful and dangerous
to the United States. North Vietnam is
small, weak and ger whatever
~=& country can afford to abuge,

Power i3 a reality in the world, and
it is necessary wisdom for the United
States to recognize that. Wa have no
effective power to help the Czechs and
would not improve things by delysions
to the contrary. Détente with the
Soviet Union, as in the SALT agree-
ment, serves important purpases what-
ever the nature of Soviet society.

The question is whether the reality
of power excludes more human con-
cerns in foreign poiicy, Henry Kissin.
ger might well say Yes; he might
indeed regard anyone who asked such
& question as a sentimentalist. But
Americans still do have to live with
thelr foreign policy, so they ought to
understand its human consequences,

A world balanced 4mong the strong
may have grave consequences for the
week. That is becsuse the balance is
essentially an agreement by the power-
ful 1o let each other have their own
wey in their own spheres.

Andrej Sakharoy, the great Russian
dissenter, said in #, recent interview
that things had grown worse in the
USSR, since Mr. Nixon's visit to
‘Moacow: “The authorities seemn more

=Ampudent becausé they feel that with

détente they cis. nOW ignore Western
lic opinion.” Limits on Ame
pence in Soviet

2907
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i yElizabeth P;)nd :
tal f cqn*espondent of The Chnstlan Science Monitor
: ;m@m AR s :
@gg_‘the eve’of Secretary of State Henry : Klsanger’ val in
Moscow' for talks with Comnist Party leader Leonid rééhnev the:
ary n,ew_spéperPravda sounided two encouraging notes: o
B made fa'plea’ for:a néw - SALT - (strategic arms? liniitation)
emient,Vand ‘it stressed-the 1mportance*oi 1mprovmg ver-all
relauons_ !, »)‘ v.r % " it
was less encouraging on the subJect of. Angola,uwhnch will >
m;%or topic of Dr. szsmger S, negotmtmns in Moscow

W e wd’;*“%“' i
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mpro Onwththetwo“"’ h
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(pues, “which ‘are still in' the ;
l»omnmt img wwld i

ey ‘Amencan anaﬂysts explained .
the Soviet shift this way. Mas-| "
‘lcow decided” that it had more| :
. :\tosfear, from”the  development |
of ;a’new American® intercon- |/
* itinental missilelaunched ‘fmm i

£ ‘m"-witig ixltsown Hasid-
@ missile rogram =
W& 1I)mme N‘aw
“officlals 7 sald “that* the|
; bmwnudeadissuenw Both|;
- | sides are accelerating programs|”’
- 1'tordevelop mobile missilés. The|
. fA stration will spend about
million ‘this fiscal year and|
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MOSCOW, “Tan, 18-—'I‘he S JC
‘ indicated today that
idered. the\ achievement | :
oh ‘new agreement:on hmiting :
strataxlc’ nuclear.' weapons' to].
eysential:to’ continuing Say
viet«Amerbcan accmnmodatlom. 5

' Henry ’A. i .‘Kisslmeﬁf g
visit,’ mhedulod!forﬂbis week, |-
%o’ try:to break the arms;dead-|:
1 /newgpaper vda: :
concrete measures’’ to'halt the ("
ce’ the *best  gage 'of |1

£

the : “trile intentions”. of ‘both |k
countries “It said that:Moscow |/

dmémxmid t0: do.its part
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SRS

who, uharg
‘ngton, had’; complicated -the
ams. agreemmt by developmg
the! eruise;missile.. . .
Sowegénslders hamrwfately
réssed v s for -d |
m shmm, *which the|
%vqe ‘leb.dcr. Leonid. E. Brezh-
ught ;1o :have:.in|,
flmd in: time i’m' dme 25th party.
ispngress’. . mext . .month, . One|
y e fourd “quiet; resigna-| -
Hon! "4awut an’agcord . among
,é{‘ﬁclals jbraced for further. de-
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i1 Commenting -

7er's Visit, Pravda asserted that
e;Sovx A Union’ was; “full’-of
leterm nation” ‘to, do. everything
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solution might be tound to the
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¢ coexistence *with ; Moscow,
_dshiway street”.and a fraud in whic
ington: all the; ¢concessions -
d Moscy mlsall\ﬁhete?ilqnological

[, gﬂl’
of President aFord desplte the’ pmsent
“illness of his .wife;-prof, ot 10 comuion: intefest tin
“of his wife;pro edsing " n i ;hat eompro;mse is bgt;er than

Tknow " what the " Soviet. Governmen
“had-"in “mind, *but the mast-:

"expl;anatmn is : that Moscow
cemed about ‘th X

gton .

. Ambassador Dobrynin " and ‘his
‘ colleagues in the Sowet Politburo did:
- 'Not AArge Mr.- Klssmger 1o “come :to
“Moscow :in ' iorderxito humlhate “him
Thxs 'would claarly creatq a cnsis and

“mothing: said" here -is meant o
Mr. Klssmger has: gone 1

INTER LR, .

Moscovg \B-a; 'neverg *pretended__, that
ndxfferent 'to ,thg ‘oitcome %

singer:visit;-end ai_:hopeml ‘aspect % ;
is, that: wthey}recogm : 'the drift:

,uﬁﬂ“a 4 i
4 avent,&compromises

rmuclearw Weapons st be

' Defense’ Schlesmger, “Paul Nitz" and

'?\*‘but itiis a‘;l’ac; I Mr szsmger ge g el N
_ (,\Gerard '-Smlth ho. have' ¢ been: %

oomprormseon the ‘control ‘of huclea

if it ds 'a. :genume move i:ow;u'd
limitation of the\nu.clear arms | Tace,
* put ‘even if- at is'a tactical: comprmms
mdxcatmg *some . progress, “it -will. still
be a factor in the Presidential debate > ) the
‘and . nobody knows - this “better . than pressure. on‘détente ami the Ruésians
‘President Ford or the Soviets. ‘'’

A «Reagan of Caliﬁcmna is arguing tha vhad fn ‘mind by, mvmng Mr *Klssmger

G e e e D N L 0 e e X O e e B e e T T 0 'place IS
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TEY A "

of ‘dealing " with’ th

nolicy objectives) itself;. Mr, Kissinger
insures. thatthe. disease” will';flourish,

- 15, that; Soviet misconduct-will ¥y
increase. and. proliferate;in, pther. : PN
and with ‘respect o 0
terests, unchecked

s, publis ‘opipjon-i
b One-arer of| recent bato,'?thé
‘th

“haveu strategic.
m&’?m‘m
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il w’llz;howingtsopemmtofAmex:n:ansm vo
yko remind <+ of continuing Saviet-Américan SALT | talks and ;

h

- FomignMimst \.An
Klss;;ger that the agenda is. :always

. adopted mutual agreement,”and Dr Kis- The official pews agency T rting |
Iz ¥ i y aSS mrem |

. six:)ger retorted, “Then I lldxscussxt! - on ‘President ' Ford’s g.§tate‘ 'of .the "Union ;

nhnswaurtolunch Dr. Kissinger eoufl;med _Message, blglﬂxghted both Mr, Ford’s hopes "

,Fog_eport\m_'g_tha!ﬁ Aggo!a xqas mentmned in the " for a new SALT.

.- Initial talks". Cg R foralargermﬂptary.

_vInhigbriefe changethhjournahstsbefore T
the first session, M. Brezhnev linked -his_ 0_and a- half ‘days”of
plann ed visit to the U. S. to a strateglc arms negotxanons in Moscoware widely cons:dered
agréement. The visit was originally scheduled - the last opportunity for.the United States and -

‘for' last year, but the U.S. did not want a -the dexetUmontolumtthecurrentbmldupof

Brezhnev. visit without 2" SALT agreement in “* strategic’ weapons before the next generatxon
% - of weapons, takes over. The two sides agreed

‘hand. to sign. Previously, so'far as observers

‘recall, the Russians had not acknowledged “on broad pnnc1ples for a “SALT II” accord in
: hnkbetween thetwo. ¢ e g‘ any .. Vladivostok 14 months’ ago, “but have bogged -

plemhentation  of the pnncxples_

two-thirds againsta return of the cold W

'“down [

‘said the. topic of reduction of rmhtary forcesin .

_,Europe would: be comndered. Negotiations for .

mutual agreed’ military® ‘reductions by NATO
and the Warsaw“Pact ‘countries*have" bee

' stalled for two years :

o .The Sov1et newspape “have hgmnt-m

szsmger pohte but. moda;t goyerage.. His -

" photo - and“a. short bxography appeared_-': '

~Izvestia ‘on"'the evemng of ‘his” ‘ArTival’

“Moscow Jan. 20. AS 'the talks’started Jan. 21, 4% overC

Pravda, ‘fhe Communist Party organ’ noted % Tzvestia has reported that | flghtmg‘ Leba

: that Dr. Kissinger came to discuss “problems’ -non reached “the ‘peak "of. tension’ - in recent

- of mutual interest™ and was met at the airport Jdays because of Lebariese Air Force attacks’ |

by the :Soviet, Foreign Minister and Soviet ~n;MuShm positions, Kon’momolskaya‘Pravda '

Ambassador to the U. 8, on Jan, 21 said there were & permanent armed

- ¥TherJan. 21 Pravda sounde - provocations by the Israelimi

“in reportmg on arecent H : th?e%ts from Tel Aviv,” =~
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~competition in only six states. lhis year, however,

idea of attempting to blunt the effects of the Reagan

there are very few instancy,, Opiection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/29 : LOC-HAK-226-7-1-2!

“'S‘uﬂ-lflgnt strength fO avei. a 1un svaic ncagan-i v
‘showdown. One place where head-to-head contests
may not come off is New York, where the state GOP
has been under Nelson Rockefeller’s thumb for nearly
two decades. Another is Texas which probably belongs
to John Connally. Neither prospect is particularly
encouraging for Ford.

Several GOP primaries will be held for the first time
this year in Southern states, places where the
Republican party’s organization is embryonic. In
Arkansas, Alabama and Mississippi, for example, there
is a very slim base of local, state or even federal
officeholders; there the Republican party organizations
amount to the state and national officers and not much
more. Within the GOP, there are two schools of
thought about how the six to eight Southern primaries
will affect the Ford-Reagan contest. Some argue that
the Republican party electorate in the deep South
amounts to a distilled essence and will be Reagan to the
core. Others say that the Southern primaries will
arguably give President Ford a better shot than would
caucus-convention arrangements at winning delegates
in the heartland of Reagan country.

Assessments vary about the relative strength of the
two men among organization Republicans, but it is
probably fair to say that Ford holds a clear edge with
GOP  officeholders——particularly among his old
colleagues in Congress—and Reagan is stronger at
tower levels of the party. To date, Reagan has attracted
endorsements and assistance only from freshman US
Senators Jesse Helms {North Carolina) and Paul Laxalt
(Nevada) and a few conservative representatives.

But the Ford campaign has apparently rejected the

Unruly Bombers, Unseen Missiles -

HELE alld UGETE as Tavorilte dUId UL slaltu=iis 1o e
President. Voters in recent presidential primaries have
developed a notable inclination to vote for bona fide
candidates, not uncommitted organization slates or
favorite sons. One Republican senator, a natural as a
stand-in, admits he’s cautious: “When the going gets
tough, it’s possible for a stand-in to get touched up a
little in his home state.” Few are inclined to un-
derestimate Reagan’s potential right now.

Primaries attract activists. In the GODP, that segment
has shown an ideological bent to the right, toward
Reagan. Rep. William Steiger of Wisconsin, a Ford
supporter who chaired the National Republican party’s
reform commission, says flatly, “The activists will be
for Reagan.”

By all estimates lower level GOP organization types
-——county chairmen and the like—are mor: conser-
vative now than when Barry Goldwater launched his
blitz in 1964, but they are also hoping that it will all be
decided before it comes time for them to make a choice.
Sen. Charles Mathias of Maryland, who recently ended
his own presidential bid on grounds that any efforts he
made to line up support among moderate Republicans
would merely “put water on Reagan’s wheel,” puts it
this way: “Organization people are reluctant to
abandon an incumbent President. What they do about
it—whether they work to protect him—is the impor-
tant thing.” Most are waiting for the outcomes in New
Hampshire, Florida and lilinois to decide that question.

Those primaries will also decide whether Gerald Ford
can finally settle into his job or whether America will
face a full year with an unelected, obviously lame-duck
President.

Ken Bode

J =
o~

Upsetting SALT II

by Peter J. Ognibene

Afte : President Ford met General Secretary Brezhnev
in V.adivostok in November 1974, a new strategicarms
limitation agreement seemed imminent. The aide-
memoire resulting from that meeting established* an
upper limit of 2400 strategic bombers and ballistic
missiles, of which no more than 1320 of the latter could
be equipped with multiple warheads capable of being

" directed independently to different targats.

Ad-
ministration spokesmen, notably Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger, created the impression that the few
remaining issues in dispute could be resolved in short
order.

There has, however, been no SALT il agreement, but
Kissinger is slated to go to Moscow this week to see if
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cne cazybe worked out. ThINO Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/29 " LOC-HAK-226-7-1-2

weapons which at the time of Viadivostok seemed quite
insignificant: the Soviet Backfire bomber and the
American strategic cruise missile.

Depending on one's interpretation, the Backfire is
either a medium-range bomber for fighting wars on the
periphery of the Soviet Union or a strategic weapon
that threatens the United States. The reports of three
Secretaries of Defense have been ambiguous. Melvin
Laird speculated that the Backfire was an intercon-
tinental bomber. His successor, Elliot Richardson, did
not rule out such a role but concluded that “the weight
of evidence favors the view that it is best suited for
peripheral attack” (viz., against China or Europe).
Finally James Schlesinger emphasized the bomber's
putative strategic role but admitted that its actual
purpose remained “an open question. We must await
evidence from basing, operational and training
patterns, or tanker development before we can
confidently judge whether the Soviets intend the

Backfire for intercontinental missions and, if so, to
what extent.”

In 2 few weeks the new Secretary of Defense, Donald
Rumsfeld, will weigh in with the Pentagon’s latest
assessment. Perhaps additional evidence will permit
him to speak more definitively than his predecessors,
but that seems unlikely. For one thing, the physical
characteristics of the plane are not going to change:
with arctic bases and in-flight refueling, the Backfire

could reach American targets, thus making it in fact a

strategic weapon.

Capabilities do not ineluctably beget intentions. Both
the United States and Soviet Union, for instance, are
technologically capable of building miniaturized
nuclear “suitcase bombs,” but neither has apparently
perceived any reason to do so. Unlike the United States,
which glorified strategic air power in the 1950s and
early 1960s, Soviet military doctrine has tended to
downplay the importance of long-range bombers and
emphasize, instead, tactical aircraft as an adjunct to
highly mobile land armies. Thus in Soviet eyes the
Backfire may be essentially an efficient type of long-
range artillery to prepare the battlefield for armor and
infantry, much as massed Soviet guns pulverized the
Nazis in World War 1l to pave the way for the Red
Army.

The Soviet Union may communicate its actual
intentions for the Backfire, as Schlesinger suggested,
by its choice of bases, tankers and mode of operation.
The United States would prefer to include the bomber
under the Viadivostok ceiling, but the Soviet Union has
resisted that idea for at least two reasons. First it
considers the plane a tactical weapon, and second, more
to the point, it is hoping to get some American
concessions on aircraft in Western Europe: the so-
called US forward-based systems (FBS). The American
position has been that FBS s properly a subject for the
multilateral force reduction talks between the NATO
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Thus the Backfire dilemma seems likely to be
resolved only if the United States and Soviet Union can
reach agreement on limiting its deployment. I{ the
USSR decides not to modernize or enlarge its an-
tiquated tanker fleet of some 50 aircraft and instead
restricts the bomber to southern bases, it would clearly
pose no strategic threat to the United States. (China
might be concerned however.) But even this might not

‘completely resolve the issue.

A fthough SALT is bilateral in that the United States
and Soviet Union are the only participants, the
negotiating process itself is many-sided. Just getting
the diverse collection of agencies within the executive
branch—from the somewhat dovish Arms Controland .
Disarmament Agency to the hawkish Joint Chiefs of
Staff—to reach a common negotiating position is a
complex and often frustrating exercise. But even if
those obstacles and others posed by the Soviet
negotiators can be overcome, the congressional
ratification process remains to be dealt with. Indeed the
offensive arms limitation agreement concluded by
Nixon and Brezhnev four years ago was almost derailed
by Sen. Henry M. Jackson and like-minded legislators
who believed the Soviet Union had won an unaccept-
able advantage.

Because southern-based bombers can become
northern-based simply by flying north, a SALT )|
agreement that doesn’t limit the number of Backfires,
even if it does restrict their deployment, may be
unacceptable to Jackson and others who have influence
in such matters. Consequently it would be wise for the
administration to work hard now to involve Congress
in its current negotiating efforts and, particularly, in
any new initiatives. But that apparently is not being
done. Kissinger has refused repeated requests to testify
before Jackson’s subcommittee on arms control and
may well have to pay for this slight if and whenhe goes
to Capitol Hill with a new arms control accord. As the
presidential campaign heats up, SALT Hceould become a
target of political opportunity.

News reports and analyses of the SALT [l deadlock
have attempted to link the Soviet Backfire to American
cruise missiles, but they are—or at least ought to be—
separable issues. Resolving one will not automatically

Where was TRB?

Due to an oversight, TRB’s column which was to
run in the issue dated January 17 was never
forwarded to the printer. Be assured that TRB is
well, Reagan-watching in the Northeast. When
we told TRB what had happened, he said, “It’s
your loss.” And that of our readers, for which we
apologize. TRB appears in this issue as usual.
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The United States once deployed jet-powered, cruise -

missiles on submarines; but they were inefficient,
inaccurate, inordinately large and could be fired only
when the boats surfaced. After the navy went to sea
with its Polaris fleet, which could launch ballistic
missiles while remaining underwater, the service
declared cruise missiles obsolete and deactivated them.
The Pentagon’s resurgent interest arose not out of any
need for this type of weapon but out of the advance of
technology. Improvements in miniaturized circuitry,
accuracy, propulsion and warheads have made it
possible to build nuclear-tipped cruise missiles which
can be launched from the wing racks of air force
bombers and from standard, 21-inch, submarine
torpedo tubes. Defense officials have cited no present
or projected Soviet threat to rationalize these weapons;
rather, it seems to be a case par excellence of the
technological imperative: it can be built; ergo, it must be
built.

The navy and air force programs are currently in
“advanced development,” with preliminary flight tests
scheduled to start soon. The Soviet Union, according to
the testimony of Pentagon officials, is not known to be
building strategic cruise missiles; so this is not a case of
tit for tat. However it may be the administration’s latest
variant of the “bargaining chip” approach to arms
negotiations. R

According to several press accounts, the United
States has linked its development of cruise missiles toa
resolution of the Backfire question. The Soviet Union
has rejected this effort at “linkage” and may have
complicated matters further by raising the thorny FBS
issue. Some reports indicate the United States has
proposed that cruise missiles not be limited under the
Vladivostok ceiling which, if true, would be nothing
less. than a prescription for a new and potentially
uncontrollable arms race.

The SALT 1 agreements were possible only because
they could be verified by “national technical means,”
ie., reconnaissance satellites. Bomber bases can be
photographed, missile silos can be counted, and
ballistic-missile submarines can be tallied while they are
being built. The United States can calculate with
precision the size and character of its adversary’s
strategic arsenal; the Soviets do likewise by subscribing
to Aviation Week. Thus each side can verify with
confidence any ceiling on bombers and ballistic missiles.
But if cruise missiles were deployed those recon-
naissance satellites would be useless for verification.

The problem in a nutshell is this: bombers, sub-
marines and ICBMs require major facilities which can
be detected by satellites; cruise missiles do not. They
can be deployed—indeed, hidden is a better word—on
conventional submarines, surface vessels, aircraft,

reportea tnat tne doviet UNION had tested cruise
missiles, the government would be forced to assume
that virtually every Soviet ship, large aircraft and
ground force within 1200 to 2000 miles of the United
States or an American ally were armed with these
nuclear weapons. If a SALT II agreement excludes
cruise missiles and the United States proceeds to
develop and produce them, the Soviet Union will almost
certainly follow suit. Once both sides have successfully
tested such weapons, there would be no way to verify
any subsequent accord limiting them. To police such an
agreement would require on-site inspections of Soviet
bases and forces by American or international teams,
but the Soviet Union has consistently opposed such
inspections as “spying” and is likely to in the future.
The only effective way to ban cruise missiles, then, is
not to build them; once they have been successfully
tested, it will be too late.

In these pages last year, Tad Szulc raised some
important questions concerning Soviet compliance
with the SALT accords (“Soviet Violations of the
SALT Deal: Have We Been Had?” TNR, June 7, 1975).
Since then, the secret testimony given by former
Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger last March has
been declassified and made public. Although
Schlesinger testified that “the Soviet Union has been,
and today is, in compliance with the terms of the SALT
agreements,” he pointed to certain “ambiguities” and
suggested that “one could expect the Soviets to tread at
the limits of the provisions of the SALT agreements.”
He was, by implication, critical of Kissinger’s use of
“unilateral statements” in SALT 1 when both sides
could not reach agreement on key points. The implied
lesson was clear; only language mutually agreed upon
will be binding on the Soviet Union. Unilateral
statements by the United States are only so much
whistling in the dark.

Resolving the present SALT Ii deadlock will not
require another high-wire act by Kissinger so much as
some hard-headed statecraft. The first order of
business, it seems to me, is to separate the Backfire and
cruise missile issues; linking them makes no strategic
sense: it just complicates an already difficult situation.
However the United States will have set an unfor-
tunate precedent if the Backfire is permitted to escape
all control. The plane need not necessarily be counted
under the Vladivostok ceiling of 2400 strategic
bombers and ballistic missiles so long as the number
and deployment of the Backfire and its support
elements (primarily tankers) preclude it, for all practical
purposes, from entering the strategic arsenal.
Although the Backfire would be only a marginal
addition to Soviet firepower in any event, if it were
stationed in arctic bases within range of American
targets, it would be in fact a strategic weapon. To omit
it from the 2400 limitation in that instance would not be
arms control but arms build-up.
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The Soviet Union leads the United States in anti-ship
missiles, which are short-range, nonnuclear cruise
missiles. The strategic cruise missile, however, is
entirely an American initiative: we turned it on and we
can turn it off. Indeed, if we encourage the Soviet
Union to match our efforts, it would ultimately work to

Boston Desegregation, Part Il
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our disadvantage because so much of our population is.
situated close to blue water whereas most Soviet urban
centers are well inland. If cruise missiles are permitted
to proliferate, we may soon have reason to fear that the
holds of Russian fishing trawlers contain cargoes more
potent than tuna.

Busing the Powerless

by Joseph Featherstone

It’s clear in Boston in 1976 that the era in which race
was thought of as a Southern dilemma is long dead and
gone. The issues are American, not Southern. Schools
in the most defiantly resistant Black Belt counties in
Mississippi and Alabama have desegregated, while
Boston is in turmoil. Times of defeated ideals make
people especially sensitive to hypocrisy, and the
symbolism in Boston's present resistance has not
escaped many observers. Massachusetts has a liberal
and progressive reputation, which in many ways it
deserves. Sen. Brooke is the first black to sit in the U5
Senate since 1881, and recent Massachusetts leaders
have by and large presented a decent set of faces to the
world. Much Massachusetts liberalism has taken on an
abstract, ceremonial and symbolic cast in recent years
however. There are signs that the progressive promises
of recent years are about to be reneged on. Budget
problems have mounted. There are pickets at the State

House protesting slashing cuts in all the social services.

The governor and the legislature are dumping people
off the welfare rolls and cutting off money for medical
care; long lines of unemployed stand outside the state
offices. The temptation to opt for a reactionary
populism is enormous.

Boston, too, has a reputation as a civilized place.
Visitors think of it as a repository—perhaps museum
would be a better word—for a good many ideals about
American life, education and culture. Some of the
Bicentennial visitors may picture it as the home of the
abolitionists, which is accurate so long as you
remember that Garrison preached an end to slavery
here, at the clear risk of his neck. The fact that mobs
spat on Sen. Edward Kennedy because of his stand on
busing is difficult to square with the ideal of Boston and
its past, or, for that matter, with the legendary love

affair between the Kennedys and the Boston Irish. Yet
it was-in Boston the other day that someone fire-
bombed the old Kennedy home, birthplace of JFK,
scrawling “Bus Teddy” on the sidewalk outside. The
desegregation issue has done a lot to wedge apart liberal
elites and the constiluency for egalitarian change.
Busing may yet inaugurate a new national era of fake,
reactionary populism of the sort symbolized by the
paradox of Gov. Wallace’s popular appeal and his tax
program for the state of Alabama, which enriches the
corporations.

The desegregation issue has become badly tangled.
The attack on the legally mandated Jim Crow dual
systems of the South is now almost complete. Southern
desegregation has worked well in some places, and
badly in others. Some systems in the South are turning
into models of race relations that pose a shameful
contrast to a good deal of what is happening in the
North. Others got rid of dual schools by firing all black
teachers. Extending the law to the North proved to be
difficult. For a long time, the lawyers were bogged
down in the distinctions between de jure and de facte
segregation. Old-fashioned Southern segregation was
a matter of law and official policy, whereas Northern-
style segregation was the product of extra-legal forces,
the housing market and so on, and therefore beyond
legal remedies involving the schools. Or so thinking
ran. By 1970, however, civil rights lawyers began
persuading the lower federal courts to give much more
detailed scrutiny to the facts of urban segregation
outside the South. The notion that a clear line
separated de jire and de facto segregation has not in fact
stood the test of evidence. Lawyers representing black
plaintiffs in many cities outside the South have been
able to show that a good deal of segregation is the result
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or the Ford Administration, Henry
~ Kissinger's mission to Moscow this
week is a calculated risk. The Secretary
of State will meet with Soviet Jeader
Leonid Brezhnev in what could be a
make-or-break effort to end the deadlock
in the strategic arms limitation talks
(SALT). Given the sorry state of détente,
especially in Angola, and a highly vola-
tile situation in Lebanon, the time hardly
seemed ripe for Kissinger to attempt
another feat of diplomatic legerdemain,
But hoth Kissinger and President Ford
still regard SALT as the key to détente,
and they were determined to nail a new
lid onto the nuclear arms race.

A breakthrough in the second round
of SALT negotiations was by no means
assured in advance. The Russians, Kis-
singer revealed last week, had signaled
that they were ready to make a “signifi-
cant modification” of their position on
the issue that has stymied the talks for
months: How to factor the Soviet Back-
fire bomber and U.S. cruise missiles
into the SALT ceilings on strategic
weapons. In response, Kissinger would
be carrving with him the latest compro-
mise offer from Washington. At best,
however, Kissinger and Brezhnev
would come up not with a finished
SALT I pact, but merely with a set of
guidelines for the homestretch negotia-
tions. “We think there’s a reasonable
chance for scme resolution,” said a top-
level White House aide—but he put the
odds at no better than 50-50.

gscalation: The backdrop for the
Kissinger-Brezhnev talks was hardly en-

‘ couraging. The U.S. had won a diplo-
matic victory of sorts on Angola when
the Organization of African Unity re-
fused to recognize the Soviet-backed
faction as the former Portuguese colo-
ny’s legitimate government. But on the
battlefield, the side supported by the
U.S. suffered heavy losses last week at
the hands of forces spearheaded by
Russian tanks and Cuban troops (page
31). In the Middle East, the Lebanese
civil war had escalated to ominous pro-
portions: the Lebanese Army and Air
Force had intervened on the side of the
Christian Phalangists against the Mus-
lim leftists and Palestinian commandos
(page 26). That development signifi-
cantly mised the level of concern in
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Kissinger and Brezhnev, 1974: A new lid on the nuclear arms race?

Washington, All-out war in Lebanon
could prompt Syria and Israel to inter-
vene—which might in tum drag their
superpower supporters, Russia and the
11.S,, into anew confrontation.

The effort to negotiate a new S5ALT

pact also faced trouble at home. Presi-.

dential aspirants such as Ronald Reagan
and Democratic Sen. Henry Jackson
have charged the Ford Administration
with appeasing the Kremlin in order to
keep détente afloat. And the Russians
have been aceused of cheating on the
1072 SALT 1 agreement. Last week,
rurnors circulated in Washington that the
State Department and White House
were sitting on evidence of hitherto
unrevealed—and far more serious—So-
viet violations of SALT 1. Said one well-
connected source: “Imagine what would
happen back home if, when Henry Kis-
singer is discussing a new SALT agree-
ment in Moscow, a Jackson or a Reagan
breaks the news of still more Russian
cheating.”

Given the odds against him, it was not
surprising that Kissinger was in_ less-
than-buoyant spirits, Even friends ac-
customed to his mercurial mood found
him unusually bleak—resigned to the
possibility that his long run as architect
of U.S. foreign policy may be almost
over, and deeply depressed over what
he sees as the decline of Western de-
mocracy. One confidant reported the

Secretary of State to be “as gloomy as ]
have ever seen him. Henry is down,
down, down.” Even his long-time asso-
ciation with Richard Nixon came back to
haunt him last week. In sworn testimo-
ny to lawyers for Morton Halperin, a
onetime Kissinger aide who is suing
both men for ordering his telephone
tapped in 1969, Nixon said he had lefi
the job of choosing targets for the na-
tional security wiretaps up to Xissinger.
Kissinger has said several times under
oath that lesser officials picked the
targets, The apparent conflict threat
ened to reopen old Watergate wounds.
Tenslons: The Angolan situation of
fered the Secretary no cause for opti-
mism. As Kissinger and Ford were mak-
ing the go-ahead decision on the Mos-
cow trip, they were aware that Russia
was apparently reinforcing its flotilla off
West Africa and using its own planes, for
the first time, to fly. Cuban troops to the
war zone. Even that did not persuade
Kissinger to cancel the Moscow visil. At
a news conference, he warned that Rus-
sia’s actions in Angola were “incompati-
ble with a genuine relaxation of ten-
sions.” But he insisted that the U.S. had
“never considered the limitation of
strategic arms as a favor we grant to the
Soviet Union, to be turned on and off ac-
cording to the ebb and {low of our rela-
tions.” Kissinger declared that the conse-
quences of a breakdown in SALT would
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- also be exempted from the

be intolerable: an economi-
cally disastrouz new amms
race and, possibly, some fu-
ture nuclear confrontation.

Neither country had dis-
closed publicly what compro-
mises it might offer on SALT
II—or what it might accept.
Sources in Washington told
NEWSWEEEK, however, that
the Russians were apparently
willing to limit the deploy-
ment of their Backfire bomb-
ers to bases from which the
planes could not reach the
U.S., inorder to exempt them
from SALT ceilings on.strate-
gic weapons.

Trade-off: The Soviet Union
also was said te be ready to
promise that i would not
develop a capability to refuel
the bombers in flight. Kis-
singer reporiedly obtained
the Pentagon’s approval for
this arrangement, in retuwm
for which American cruise
missiles—~low-flying,  jet-
powered robois capable of
carrying either conventional
or nuclear warheads—would

strategic arms restrictions, .
subject perhaps to some limi-
tations on the range or deployvment.

"Whether or not he achieved a break-

through on SALT, Kissinger intended to
step up the pressure on Russia over ity
involvement in Angola. While in Mos-
cow, he planned to bring up the subject
of a cease-fire and an “African solution”
to the problem that would inveolve a
phased withdrawal of both Cuban and
South African troops. Kissinger also
sought to enlist Washington’s NATO
allies in his campaign. NEWSWEEK
learned that Kissinger sent a lengthy
cable to NATO headquarters in Brussels
urging that this week’s NATO Council
meeting—which the Secretary of State
planned to attend on his way home from
Moscow—be used for a verbal assault on
the Soviet Union and Cuba as 2 menace
to peace and stability in Africa.

One key to Kissinger's strategy was the .

hope that Russia would back down on
Angola in order to help obtain a SALT 11
accord. But it seemed unlikely that Leo-
nid Brezhnev would be willing to accom-
modate the Secretary of State. Recent
commentaries in the Soviet press indi-
cated that Brezhnev and his colleagues
were taking an even harder line than
before on their policy of supporting
“wars of national liberation,” no matter
what Washington had to say. “No one
loses the top job in Russiaby being tough
with the U.8.)” observed a Furopean
ambassador in Moscow. In this election
year, a hard line on Soviet dealings also
seemed to be good politics in America—
and bad news for Washington’s architect
of détente.

—ANGUS DEMING with LLOYD H. NORMAN in Washington
and bureas reports

Muslims attack a Christian strenghold in the suburhs of Beirut: ‘Al bets are of

Lebanon’s New War

he Lebanese Army tanks and person-

nel carriers had just left Beirut
when suddenly, out of the surrounding
hills, Muslim militiamen and their Pales-
tinian allies swooped down on the col-
uman. One tank exploded and six person-
nel camriers were captured. Then two
British-made Hawker Hunter jet fighters
pounced on the left-wing attackers. Brav-
ing thick anti-aircraft fire, the Lebanase
Ajr Force jets strafed the Muslims twelve

times—pinning them down long enough

{or the convoy to escape. In the process,
the war in Lebanon became radically
and ominously different.

It was no longer just a fiatricidal street
fight between rival Christian and Mus-
lim terrorists. Right-wing Christian Pha-
langists were pressing their attack on the
Palestinian refugees—until then only
sporadic participants in the civil war.
That brought the Palestinians into the
thick of the fight. The Lebanese armed
forces—which had supported the Pha-
langists mostly from the sidelines—also
jumped into the fray. The army was
fighting hard for the Phalangists, and the
strafing attack appeared to signal the
entry of the previeusly uncommitted air
force on the Christian side.

The fighting quickly spread all over
Lebanon. And although Premier Rashid
Karami announced a cease-fire late in the
week, there was not much hope that it
would hold for long. There also was
growing speculation that if lasting peace
was not restored, Syria might feel honor-

howund to come to the Palestinians” 1
cue—possibly with support from
Russians—and that such inlervent
might draw Israe] into the war.

The escalation of the fighting beg

when

Christian militiamen besieg

three Palestinian refugee camps. Th
motive was plain: to highlight Palest
iant involvement in Lebanon while 1
United Nations Security Council
bated the Palestinian issue in New Yo
Phalangist forces clapped a strangleh
around the camps of Tal al Zaatar and ]
el Basha, located in the eastern subw
of Beirut. Despite desperate Palestin
efforts to break the Christian grip,
food reached the camps.

The greatest Phalangist victory came
Dhbaiye, a small eamp of 3,500 Palest
ians situated 10 miles north of Beirut, T
Palestinians there had vowed to fight
the Iast man. But when the Phalangi
smashed the camp’s last defenses, .

cost of more than 100 killed, the Palest

ians surrendered. Christian militiam

pronnsed to disarm—and dcport—al'

legal “foreigners.”

- Revenge: The defeat stunned the Pal
tinians, Yasir Arafat, leader of the Pal
tine Liberation Organization (PLO),
cused the Lebanese Ay of helping t
Christians, and the Palestinians sc
began to take their revenge. Leftists
downtown Beirut mounted a punishi
offensive calculated to shake the Chy
tians loose from their strongholds in t
Holiday Inn and Hilton Hotel. To t
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By HENRY L. TREWRITT
Washington Burean of The Sun
Washington--From the hard
evidence available, Henry A
Kissinger's dogged pursuit of

new United States-Soviet con-

trols on nuclear weapons re-
flects his judgment that time is
against the U.S.

He is said to be resentful of
suggestions that his efforts
cloak a desire merely to keep
arms contrel alive through the
special political perils of an
election year, He is irritated,
moreover, at suggestions that
his mission to Moscow  last
week failed.

The secretary of state’s
judgment on the main issues is
by no mreans universal in Wash-
ington. Many critics here are
suspicious of the terms that Mr.
Kisginger and presumably
Pregident Ford might be will-
ing to accept in a new strategic
arms limitation (SALT) agree-
ment.

But his position is consistent
with-his known views on the
state of the nation and the
world. The elements of his
SALT appraisal range from the
specifics of the potential agree-
ment, to the decline of national
will, to fundamental shifts in
the global balance of power.

Little, in fact, is known of
the potential agreement. Mr.
Kissinger went to Moscow to
try to break the negotiating
deadlock over how or whether
to count the Soviet Backfire
bomber and American cruise
missiles—essentially pilotless
bombers—in a pew SALT
agreement. ‘

He came away without an
agreement. But he did bring
back from Leonid 1. Brezhnev,
the Soviet leader, a new formu-
la, still vague publicly, for the
next SALT package.

According to administration
officials, the npew formula
would reduce by 10 per cent the
2,400 strategic launchers each

BALTIMORE SUN ~ 27 JANUARY 1976 Pg 2

Analysis: Time feared short for SALT

side would be permitted under
the Informal accord reached by
Mr. Ford and Mr. Brezhnev at
Viadivostok 14 menths ago.

Such a formula implies soiu-
tion of the Backfire-cruise mis-
sile problem. The most. chvious
solution would be to restrict
both weapons technically in
ways to reduce or eliminate
their threat as long-range
Weapons.

Why the Russians would be
willing to narrow the munerical
advantage permitted by an ear-
fier SALT agreement is not
clear, apparently not even to
Mr. Kissibger. There is some
speculation that Mr. Brezhnev
needs an agreement politically
and that he might be willing to
eliminate old mmissiles—55 7's,
#'s, and 13’s~and obsolescent
bombers,

Under - existing  accords,
Moscow controls about 2,350
strategle launchers, the US.
about 2,100. A reduction of 10
per cent in the Viadivostok ceil-
ing of 2,460 would permit each
side 2,150, of which 1,320 could
be armed with multiple war-
heads. o '

Some US. officials believe
Mr. Brezhnev would like to con-
solidate his military forces and
to convert more resources to
domestic improvement. Anoth-
er consideration, in this judg-
ment, may be his concern that
the Soviet military will become
too powerful as his personal
power begins to fade and the
problem of succession develops.

Whatever Mr, Brezhnev’s
motives, serious or dilatory, the
glacial pace of previous SALT
negotiations hardly inspires op~
timism about a quick solution.
Yet Mr. Kissinger is saild to
have returned with reasonable
hope for an agreement by early
summer, to be placed then im-
mediately before Congress.

Here the dynamics of an el-
ection year enter. No one i3 cer-
tain of public opinion on the is-
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Soviet Ships Moving
Away From Angola

~ The Soviet Union has put a

lot of ocean between its -

warships and Angols over the
iast seversl days-—perhaps in
reponse¢ 16 Ford ad-
ministration statements of
goncern about the naval

movements.

The Soviet Ketlin-class,

———

guided missile desireyer, -

Pentagon - officials  said
yesterday, has moved froin jts
former position just north of
"Angola to the Guinea pori of
Conakry, some 2,000 miles {0
the south. The destroyer’s
piler is with her.

The Soviet Kresia c¢ruiser,
which provoked Ford ad-

yninistration concern when it
was headed south from the
Mediterrancan toward
hAnpola, was reported.
yesterday lo be sleaming in
the same direction as the
destroyer .and oiler. s
posifion was 400 miles
southeast of Conakry, more
than 1,000 miles from Angola,

The Pemtagon said a fourth
Soviel ship, an amphibious
vessel with about 100 to 150
iroops aboard, has moved
northward from its former
position near Pointe Noire, the
Congo, o a spot some 300
miles off Ghana in the Gulf of
Guimea. This is aboul 1,300
miles north of Luanda,

sue. The administration knows
that any SALYT agreement re-
motely conceivable will be at-
tacked by comservatives as an
American sellout, whatever its
The chances that the Senate
might act on a treaty before
glection day are remote, Still,
one administration - specialist
reports firmly: “Everything 1
have seen from the President
indicates he will procecd if he
thinks a treaty can be reached
in the national interests.” . .
Whether Mr. Ford’s and Mr.
Kissinger’s perceptions of -the
national interest will coincide
at every point i3 uncertain.
What is clear are the percep-
tions under which Mr, Kissinger
argues for moving as quickly as
possible, ' o
They include these ingredi-
ents: ) .
¢ Tha prospective formuls
protec®: riost projected Ameri-
can rGuciear weapons while

providing for a quantitative re-
duction by the Russians. Appar-
ently the Russians would rely
on guality to sustain what they
regarded as the essentia) bal-
ance. S S
¢ An early agreement Is de”
sirable to protect even existing

U8, programs against a guspi-.

cious Congress and to avoid
fueling pressure for arms ex-
pansion in the Soviet Union.

s The U.S. needs to save
money on strategic weapons in
order {o devote more to conven-
tional forces. Mr, Kissinger is
known to believe that Moscow,
in an .expansionist phase, wili
be flexing its muscles around
the globe. “Thers will bé other
Angolas,” ene source said. The:
U8, 'in this anaysis, must be
able to respord to the degree
permitted by the national will. =

¢’ Unnecessary delay will
cause grief for Mr. Ford, or his’
suceeasor if Mr. Ford is defeat-
od, at a difficult time next year.

American.

NATO ~ CONTINUED

all countries can do it. But with hig things,
like tanks, it's different. Only & few coun-
tries have the capability to make = tank’

It is vital, & British military expert says,
that Britain and the other major European
powers retain this capability. ““The Euro-
pean countries have to have their own de-
fense industries,'” he says. “If (4 nation}
were devoting (its) industry to totally civil-
ian causes, it wouldn't be half so advanced

Along these lines, France recently voiced
an objection at a meeting of NATO foreign
ministers- here in Brussels to even studying
standardization of the organization's weap-
ons, In the end, however, France reluctantly
went along with the study-group proposals—
and most NATO officials are optimistic that
the French will ultimately realize the neces-
sity of their full participation in any stan-
dardization programs.

Whichever way the French do move {and
it will be “‘a hard political ¢holce” for them,

e AT ATTYY mer eman crbe TR b I 1m 3l n A St i

unity of some kind and then bid against the
1.8.” for making weapons, 2 Furopean mill-
tary man says. “But..., Y personally think
that hgwever we coordinate ourselves, we
wauld still be weaker than the U.8. To some
extent, therefore, the U.S. must exercise re-
straint.”

An American military man agrees. "'1if
we take everything,” he says with particu-
lar reference to the tank of the future, “‘then
Europe may sitmply throw the whole ball 1o
us and aay, ‘Okay, if-you do it so well, do it

Thiva tha fanl *fallbe wracsad In am air o
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By HENRY L TREWHITT
Washington Burecu of The Sun
Washington—From the hard

evidence avallable, Henry A.
Kissinger's dogged purstit of
new United States-Soviet cop-
trols on nuclear weapons re-
flects his judgment that time is
against the US.

He is said to be resentful of
suggestions that his efforts
cloak a desire merely to keep
arms contro} alive through the
special political perils of an
election year. He is irritated,
moreover, at suggestions that
his mission te Mnscow last
week failed.

The secretary of state’s
judgment on the main issues is
by no means universal in Wash-
ington. Many critics here are
suspicious of the terms that Mr.
Kissinger and presumably
President Ford might be will-
ing to accept in a new strategic
arms limitation (SALT) agree-
rient,

But his position is consistent
with his known views on the
state of the npation and the
world. The elements of his
SALT appraisal range from the
specifics of the potential agree-
ment, to the decline of national
will, to fundamental shifts in
the global balance of power.

Little, in fact, is known of
the potential agreement. Mr.
Kissinger went to Moscow to
tty to break the negotiating
dandlock over how or whether
to count the Soviet Backlire
bomber and American cruise
missiles-~essentially pilotless
_bombers—in a new SALT
aqr ment.

2 away withoul a
agreemom But he did brmg
back from Leonid I, Brezhnev,
the Soviet leader, a new formu-.
1a, sill vague publicly, for the
rext SALT package.

ccording to administration
officials, the new formula
would reduce by 10 per cent the
2,400 strategic launchers each

1l
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side would be permitied under
the infarmal aceord reached by
Mr. Ford and Mr. Brezhney at
Viadivostek 14 months-ago.

Such a forrula ir iplies solu-
tion of the Backfire- wruise mis-
sile problem. The most obyious
solution would be to restrict
both weapons technically in
ways to reduce or “eliminate
their threat as long-range
Weapons.

Why the Russians would be
willing to narcow the numerical
advantage permitted by an ear-
lier SALT agreement is noi
clear, apparently not even to
Mr. Kissinger. There is some
speculation that Mr. Brezhnev
needs an agreement politically
and that he might be willing to
eliminate old missiles—8S 7's,
8's, and 13's--and obsolescent
bombers.

Under existing accords,
Moscow controls about 2,550
strategic launchers, the US,

about 2,100. A reduction of 10
per cent in the Viadivostox ceil-
mg of 2,400 would permit each
sxde 2,160, of which 1,320 could
be armed with multhle war-
heads. R

Some U.S. officials believe
Mr. Brezhnev would like to con-
solidate his military forces and
to convert more resources to
domestic improvement. Anoth-
er consideration, in this judg-
ment, may be his concern that
the Soviet military will become
too powerful as his personal
power beging to fade and the
probleim of succession develops.

Whatever Mr. Brezhnev's
motives, serious or dilatory, the
glacial pace of previons SALT
negotiations hardly inspires cp-
timistn about a quick solution,
Yet Mr. Kissinger is sald to
have returned with reasonable
hope for an agreement by early
summer, to be placed then im-
mediately before Congress.

Here the dynamics of an el-
ection year enter, No one is cer-
tain of public opinion on the is-
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Soviet Ships Moving
Away From Angola

The Soviet Union has it a
lot of ocean between its
warships and Angola over the
las! severa! days~perhaps in
reponse o Ford  ad-
winisiration statements of
concern abuut the naval
movements.

The Soviet Kotlin-class,
guided .missile destroyer,
Pentagon  officials sald
yesterday, has moved from its
former position just north of
Angola to the Guinea port of
Conakry, some 2,000 miles to
the south. The destroyer’s
oiler is with her.

The Soviet Kresta cruiser,
which provoked Ford ad-

ministration concern when it
was headed south from the
Mndzlerraneah toward
wag uported
day {0 be steamning in
the same direction as the
destroyer and oiler. Its
position wae 400 miles
southeast of Uonakry, more
than 1,000 miles from Angola.

The Femtagon said a fourth
Soviet ship, an amphibious
vessel with about 100 to 150
troops aboard, has moved
northward from its former
position near Pointe Noire, the
Congo, to a spot some 300
miles off Ghana in the Gulf of
Guimea, This is about 1,300
miles north of Luanda.

sue, The administration knows
that any SALT agreement re-
motely conceivable will be at-
tacked by conservatives as an
American sellout, whatever its
merits.

The chances that the Senatc
right 2ct on a treaty ‘before
election day are remote, Still,
one administration specialist
reports firmly: “Everything 1
have seen from the Presideat
indicates he will proceed if he
thinks a treaty can be reached
in the naticnal interests.”

Whether Mr. Ford’s and Mr.
Kissinger’s perceptions of the
national intersst will coipeide
at every poiat is uncertain.
What is clear are the percep-
tions under which Mr. Kissinger
argues for moving as guickly as
possible.

They include these ingredi-
ents: .

* The prospective formula
protects most projected Amert-

can nuclear weapons while

providing for a quantitative re-
duction by the Russians. Appar-
ently the Russians would rely
on quality to sustain what they
regarded as the ef:senual bal-
ance,

® An early agrecment is de«
sirable to protect even existing
U.S, programs against a suspi-
cious Cerviess and to avoid
fueling p.cssure for arms ex-
pansion in the Soviet Union.

* The US. needs to save
money on strategic weapons in
order to devote more to conven-
tional forces. Mr. Kissinger is
known to believe that Moscow,
in an expansionist phase, will
be flaxing ity ruscies arvumi
the globe. “There will be-other
Augolas,” one source said. The:
US, in this analysis, must be -
able to respoad to the degree
permitted by the national will,

*’ Unnecessary delay will
cause grief for Mr, Ford, or his
successor if Mr. Ford is defeat-
ed, al a difficult time next year.

NATO - CONTINUED

ail countries can do it. But win wig Guogs,
like tanks, it's different. Only a few coun-

3 “‘:. e the capability to make n tank."”
!, a Britvish military expert-says,
asin and the other mujor European
etain this ¢apabii>. *“The Furo-
iiries have to have their own de-
asiries,” he says. If (a2 natiom)
evolirg (its) industry to totaliy civil-
ian ceuses, it wouidn't be half so advanced
from a technological standpoint, The de-
fense industry has valuable spin-off.”

This spin-off factor, of course, isn't lost
on the U.5., Germany and Britain: nor is it
lost ox France, which in recent years has
gone very much its own way in defense mat-

sgTated command in 1987, What's
2, the E'rench have tr auxuor‘al‘y siunned

American.

Alane thacs VHmnn Thaamas wasanbls

alana

AHLSLELD GUEE ML DIURDELS W EVEL SIUUYINE
standardization of the organization's weap-
ons. In the end, however. France veluctantly
went along with the study-group proposals—
and most NATO officials are optimistie that
the French will ultimately realize the neces-
=ity of their tull participation in any stan-
dardizafion programs.

hever way the French do move (and
it will be “'a hard political choice" for them,
one NATOQ man says), it is the consensus
here that standardization can’t fully succeed
witilout the backing of the French and their
normous industrial-military complex, It is
the further consensus that the U.S., with its
massive industrial-military complex, musgt
also recognize ity erucial role in shaping
NATO'S fulure—even if this means sacrific.
ing shori-term economic and political gains.

ome in the 17,8, kelieve tha' Furopsan

unity of some kind and then bid against the
1.8 for makine weanane a8 Fhransan milic
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would still be weaker than the U.8. To some
extent, therefore, the 17.8. must exercise re-
straint.'”

An American military man agrees. "It
we take everything,” he says with particu-
lar reference to the tank of the future, “then
Europe may simply throw the whole ball to
us and say, ‘OKay, if-you do it so well, do it
Al

Thus, the tank talks proceed in an air of
urgency. And if this urgency is dictated as
much by economlic factors as it is by mili-.
tary necessity, the philosophy Inere at: ]"{%‘I‘D
seems to be, well, so much the belfer.
*'Once the military wanted one tRing, the
politicians another,” a NATO insider says—
and the politicians, looking out for national
interests, usually won, “Now that money is
wcarce,” he cancludes, *'They cau't play
pround”
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SALT Breakthrough...

4. break in the deadlock in the Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Talks (SALT 1), which now appears possible as a
result of the Brezhnev-Kissinger discussions in Moscow,
would be good news for world peace. But equally impor-
tant is the way the deadlock evidently is being broken.

" Ingenious new proposals by the two countries would
impose small but significant reductions for the first time
both on the MIRV multiple warhead rmissiles and on the
other strategic nuclear missiles and bombers the Soviet
and American military are permitted to deploy under
the high ceilings set by earlier SALT accords,

In return for agreed deployment of the two new
weapons in dispute--the Soviet Backfire medium bomber
and the projected American long-range cruise missile—
sach side in effect has offered to constrain the types and
deployments of the new delivery systems and to give up
some existing weapons. The net effect should be in-
creased stability of the nuclear balance as well as re-
duced offensive forces.

The Soviet Union has proposed to reduce by several
hundred the overall ceiling of 2,400 strategic missiles
and bombers agreed for each side at Vladivostok in
November 1974, if the United States withdraws its insl:t-
ence that the Backfire medium bombers Moscow wanis
to deploy must be counted under the ceiling, Moscow
has also agreed to negotiate constraints on aerial refuel-
ing for Backfire and on its base locations to underpin
Saviet assurances that the bomber will have no signifi-
cant strategic capability against targets in the United
States,

The 2,400 ceiling on long-range American missiles and
bombers would also be reduced by several mndred. 1t
was the Soviet Union~-with its traditional reluctance to
abandon expensive weapons, even when obsolete—that
insisted at Vladivostok on a minimum of 2,400 missiles
and vombers; the United States initialiy proposed a
ceiling of 2,000 and has only about 2,150 programmed
TIOW.

NEW YORK TTMES
2 FEBRUARY 1976

es Mutua} Restraint

“The United States, in turn, has. offered to accept a

-major constraint on deployment of air-launched cruise

missiles in refurn for Soviet agreament ic a vange of
1,500 rather than 375 miles. For each bomber equipped
with strategic cruise missiles, each side would have to
give up one of the 1,320 MIRV multiple warhead ballistic
missiles, such as Minuteman Il and Poseidon, to which
it is entitled under the Viadivostok agreement-—a heavy
price. As a result, as few as 100 B-32's may be so
equipped—a total of 1,200 to 2,000 cruise missiies, in-
stead of the 11,000 the United States Air Force has indi-
cated it might deploy if unlimited. And the substitution
of subsonic, second-strike cruise missiles for first-strike
ballistic missiles would add stability to the strategic
balance,

Many problems remain to be resolved, including the
recalcitrant issues of sea-launched cruise missiles and a
numerical limit on Backfire deployment. Verification of
a cruise missile agreement will be difficult ahd subject
to charges of violations that could overshadow recent
controversies over alleged Soviet violations of the SALT
I accords. Ronald Reagan has yet to be heard from
and it has to be seen whether President Ford will
be willing to take the political risks of completing a
new SALT treaty by March or April if, as Secretaty
Kissinger evidently has reported, this should prova
possible, Uncertainties about Mr. Brezhnev's health and
his possible departure from office could endanger agree-
ment, if it is delayed too long.

But for the first time in many months, there now
appeats to be improved prospect of completing a SALT
11 treaty in good time, a treaty significantly better from
the arms control viewpoint than that projected at
Viadivostok.

_ NEW YORK TIMES - 2 FEBRUARY 1976
Of Cruise Missiles, Arms Control and Defense Costs

To the Editor: !

In arguing for the continued devel-
opment of the cruise missile, on the
grounds that this new weapon may
have the potential to replace our
present matned bomber force and our
static land-based missiles at a fraction
of the cost of the present systems,
I_z_obert R. Perko’s Jan. 8 letter to The
T.nes stated that I had (in an Op-Ed
piece of Dec, 30, 1975) characterized
this development as “senseless.” This
15 not quite acgurate,

What I characterized as “senseless”
was the U.S, negotiating position on
the SALT talks, That position seeks
to legitimize the operational deploy-

T Y N N

the deployment of one cruise missile
would require the dismantling of one
bomber or one land-based missile, the
casa for continued research and de-
velopment of the cruise missile would
be strengthensd. Even within the
frarmework of firm numerical ceilings,
however, the Uniled States should
exercise great restraint in actually
substituting new deterrent weapons
for old. For our past practice of
forcing the technological pace, of mov-
ing from development to operational
deployment of higher and higher per-
formance nuclear weapons well in
advande of any objective nesd to do
s0, has served mainly to accelerate the

arisen over the cruise missile. Typical
of this confusion was. the publication
in the Jan, 17 Times of an editorial
dismissing . the cruise missile as of
secondary importance and an Op-Ed
article praising it highly as an amaz-

ingly accurate missile profoundiy

feared by the Russians. )
Offering my versonal views (as. I
do now), and not necessarily those
of the Navy Department, I atternpted
in a -Jan. 9 letter to point out the
tremendous potential of the cruise
missile for reducing the cost of defense
matériel. My position was Criticized
by Thomas Halsted [letter Jan. 19},
who contended that the Soviats would
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hreak in the deadlock in the strategic Arms Lirmta-“

tlon Talks (SALT II), which now appears possible’as’a,
‘result of the Brezhnev-Kissinger discussions in Moscow, :
‘would be good news for world peace. But equally’i lmpol:-

“tant is the way the deadlock evxdently is bemg broken v

Ingenious new proposals by the: two, countries would
impose small but significant reductions for thefirst time .
;both on the MIRV multiple warhead missiles and on the
other strategic nuclear missiles and bombers the Soviet

- and American military are permitted to deploy ‘under
the high ceilings set by earlier SALT accords, R

‘In return for agreed deployment of “the two new :
_‘Weapons in dispute—the Soviet Backfire medium bomber :
and the projected American long-range .cruise missile—
each side in effect has-offered to constrain the types and
deployments of the new delivery’ systems and to give up
some existing. weapons The net, effect should be in-
creased stability ‘of the' nuclear balance as well as re-

duced offensive forces,

The Soviet Union has proposed to' reduce by several .
hundred the overall ceiling of 2,400, strategic ‘missiles
-and ‘bombers . agreed for each side’ at Vladivostok in.

" November 1974, if the. United States withdraws its insist-
ence. that the Backfire medium bombers: Moscow. wants
to deploy must be counted under: the cellmg. Moscow.’
has alsoiagreed to. negotiate constraints on’ aerial refuel-
' ' ing’for’ Backfire and’ on its:base locations to underpin .
Soviet .assurances that the bomber will'have’ no-signifi-"
cant'strategic capabxhty agamst” targets m the Umted
states : :

‘The, 2,400 ceiling on Iong-range ‘American missiles and .
‘bombers  wouldalso be :reduced:’ by ‘several hundred, It
was the Soviet Union—with its traditional reluctance to

~ abandon expensive weapons, even when obsolete—that
insisted ‘at Vladivostok on a ‘minimum of 2,400 missiles
and bombers; the United States initially proposed a.
‘ceiling of 2000 and has only about z 150 programmed
now. :

es Mutual Restramt

¥ The- Umted States, In-turn, has’offered: to accept a
major constraint on.deployment of. air-launched . éruise .
missiles in return for Soviet agreement.to.a.range. of .
+~1,500 rather than 375 miles. For each bomber equipped
' with strategic cruise missiles, ‘each side would have to
. give up one of the 1,320 MIRV multiple warhead ballistic |
missiles, such as Minuteman III and’ Poseidon, to which
it is entitled under the Viadivostok agreement—a heavy
price. As a result, as few as 100 B-52's may be so
equipped—a ‘total of 1,200 to 2,000 cruise missiles, in-
stead of the 11,000 the United States Air Force has indi-
cated it might deploy, if unlimited.. And the ‘substitution
of subsonic, second-strike cruise missiles for first-strike
ballistic missiles would add stability to the strategu: ;
balance. " . , .
. Many problems remain to be’ resolved including - the
recalcitrant issues. of ‘sea-launched cruise missiles'and a j,
numerical limit on Backfire devlovment. ' Verification of = -
No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/29 : LOC-HAK-226-7-1-2
10 cnarges O V10lauons that could overshadow recent ¢
controversies over alleged Sov:et vrolanons .of the SALT . :
I accords. Ronald Reagan: ‘has’ yet to"bhe - heard from
and it has 'to’ be’ seen - whether President Ford will
be" willing totake' the' political risks, of - completing . a
new SALT treaty by March or. April if, as Secretary
Kissinger "evidently has  reported,: this . should prove. .
possible. Uncertainties about Mr, Brezhney’s health and .
his possible departure from office: could endanger agree-
. ment, if it is delayed too long. " - MRS E

But for the’ first time in many months, t.here now
appears o be improved prospect of .completing a SALT :
II treaty in good time, a treaty significantly, better from
the -arms control vrewpomt than hat. projected at
Vladxvostok : Conlan :
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By RENEY L. TREWRITT
Washingion Bureau of The Sun

Morale Hit
By Loss
Of Bases

By Alan Cowell

Reuter

ANKARA — Turkey's
shutdown of US8. bases has
converted thousands of
American servicemen into
soldiers without a cause and
commanders are warried
about low morale and lax

" sexual morals, according to
relizble sources.

Some 26 installations, in-
cluding sensitive lisleping
posts that cnce eavesdropped
on the Soviet Union, were
closed down and have been
under Turkish command for
almost six months.

Hundreds of the original
7.000 U.S. servicemen in
Turkey have left for home
without being replaced
because there is no work for
tiin, the sources said.

“There is a high rate of
attrition, particularly among
the experts who ran the in-
telligence systems,” the
sources said,

Those who remained are
said to be questioning more
and more the role they are
supposed to play with the
bases closed and to be growing
resentful at their Turkish
hosts for not reopening them.

Vietnam veteran {ol.
Robert Bagley recently went
on his installation’s radin
station at Karanursel on the
Sea of Marmara to exhoef the
troops lo “share and enjoy”
the community activilies
availableto them. ]

“I's more like they ars
shacing and enjoying each
other,” one souice said. “You
get young marcried couples
and menwithout their families
in a closed community and
things stact to happen.”

“The soldiers here live an
incubated existence. Unlike
say, West Germany, where
there are bars and women and
kicks off hase, the soldiers in

Turkey tend to stay on base -

because there is nothing for
them gutside,”” this source
said,

Turkey shut down the bases
inretaliation for the 1.5, arms
embargo, hut failed to reopen
them when the ban on arms
shipments was relaxed last
Qctober.

“There was a widespread
fecting among the troops that
the embargo was wifair, but
that is changing into a teeling
that the Turks pow are being
uniair by keeping ihe bases
closed,” one ohserver said.

proups.

Commantders are upnder
orders to avaid conirontations
with Turkish officers who
have been i command at the
mstadtnlions smwee the hases
closed.

Despite this, several in-
cidents have been reported
that have strained the working
relationship between Turks
and Americans.

At the Sinop listening post
on the Black Sea coast, troubie
erupted when a Turkish of-
ficer demanded the keysto the
U.5. gun room, which the
American commander
refused to hand over. The
incident was smoothed aver
when Turkish commanders
lold their officer to drop his
demand.

Al the big NATO base at
Incirlik in the southeast,
hurndreds of locally emploved
Turkish workers starfed a
work slow down when several
of their colleagues lost their
jobs.

“S0 we buckled under yet
again and increased
severance pay,” an informed
U.5. source said, voicing the
feeling among many
Americans here that thereisa
limit to their patience and
restraint. “The soldiers are
asking what they are supposed
to be doing here and the
military is asking how long
you can go on spending
millions of dollars and petting
riothing in return.”

Negotiations on reopening
the bases have beenunderway
since last October. But in-
formed sources said there
were still major problems to
be overcome.

Turkey acrompanies its
shutdown with a series of
restrictions on American
privileges that has curtailed

. some duty-free importing

from the United States.
“American froops are in-
capable of living on the loca!
economy, s0 when shipments
are late or there’'s trouble
about registering American
cars, you start getting com-
plaints and this adds to the low
morale,” one zource said.

The U.8. -2tnbassy is aware
of these problems, but
Ambassador Villiam
Macombér is believed fo be
concerned that adverse
publicity about the plight of
U.5. servicemen will
strengthen the anti-Turkish
lobby in Washington and make
his nsgotiations morae dif-
ficult,

BALTIMORE SUN

Washington ~ Urgently sells
Ing his foreign policy at home,
Henry A "Kissinger asked
Americans vesterdsy te “de-
mand of their leaders” a unified
foreign policy based on both
“eottelliation and firmness.”

The secretary of state eloved
out his ecurrent damestie
speech-making tour by making
it plein in Laremie, Wyo,, that
the leaders he had mozt in mind
are in Congress.

Ineffect, Mr, Kissinger sum-
mobed Atericans awey (rom
what be fears is a trend toward
renewed isolationisin without
putting it quite that way. Above
everything else, he implicitly
blamed Congress for “leaks,
sensational investigations and
the demoralization of ovr inte)-
ligence services™ which frus.
trate the administratics 13 for-
eign policy,

The address at the Universi-
ty of Wyoming was a sequel to
one in Los Angeles the day be-
fore. In the first presentation he
argued for purstit of mutua! in-
terests with the Soviet Urion—~
such as arms bmitation and
trade—while countering Soviet
expansionizm.

But while Mr. Kissinger was
spezking in Laramie, one of
those controversies that have

eroded his influence in the past
appeared to be developing.

It grew out of a report by
National Public Radio about
Mr. Kissinger’s latest negotia-
tions foward a new strategic
arms-limitation (SALT) treaty
in Moscow last month,

According to the report, Mr.
Kissinger propoted, in effect,
that the Russiuns could deploy
43 many Backfire bombers ag
they liked during a five-gear
period, while U8, cruise mis-
siles—subsonie, pilotless jet ve.
hicles—~would be counted with.
in a treaty ceiling on each side
of 2.400 strategic launchers.

5 FEBRUARY 1976. Pe &

He did s0, moreover, the re-
port said. although the National
Security Council bad rejected
thzt option before he left fue
Moscow,

The Stata Department
promptly denied the report in
every substantive way, Indead,
ithe reported circumsiances aud
terms would be unzceeplable,
from everything known publie-
ly. to victually every level of
the administration, inciuding
Mr Kigginger. .

Hut the report, and tus Geui-
al, underlined substanticl, very
real differences within the
United States over treaty de-
tails, though Mr. Kissinger said
yesterday a new sgreement Is
“withis reach.”

Mr, Kissloper iy said to he
prepared to Jeave the Backfira
out of the cellings, a3 fong as it
Is deployed and equipped 1o &
way to reduce it strategic
threzt to ths 11.5. He also is re-
ported willing to count the
bombers that loager-
range cruise missiles within g
treaty sublimit of 1,320 on mul-
tiple warbeads,

Seaborne oriise misslles of
37%-mile range reporiedly:
weuld be excloded from the.
ceilings entirely for both sides.

Some US.  strategists, ip-
cluding military leaders, be-
lieve the restrictions en erulse
mixsiles would place them gt 2
longterm disadvantage. They
also are basically more optic
mistic gbout US, resdiness to.
stay in the arms rece if the
treaty negotiations fail, ;
_ As for Mr. Kissinger’s nego-
tiating tactics, one source fa.
miliar with the pattern said the
secretary had not strayed out.
side his mandate. But the
source added, be mipht have
put the pieces of that mancate
together in a way not specifi-
cally approved by the National
Security Counceil,
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Ind¥an Gcean Powers
v Agence France Presse
CANBERRA, Feb. 4 —
French Secretary of State for

E . PR S .7 SR D U . 'n W, 1
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NEW YORK TIMES
5 FEB 1976, Pg 10

Red Cross to Weigh Ban
On Incendiary Weapons

LUGANO, Switzerland, Feh. 4
(Reutersy—The  Intornational

Committee of the Red Cross
has set up an international
working group to examine pro-
posals for banning incendiary
weapons such as napahn.

The graup is part of a confer.
ence of diplomats, lawyers, dog.
tors and weapons expents from
about 30 couantries who bave

N T A
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NEW YORK TIME3
5 FEE 1976, FPg 11

Frenee Asks UN. Meeting
Specda! to The Mew York Tioneg
JUNITED NATIONS, N.Y.,
4—France requested an ur
mesting of the Seruritv C
il today, charging Somatia ‘
Frotecting  the terrorists  ine
Nalved in taday's incident
French officizls here sald the
Mijacking of the bus, which
areated an uproar in France,
was the latest incident in z
continuing dispute with Somalix
over its support of the Front
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.ammunition to Ronald Reagan's challenge,  decision by the Kremlin; Secretary Lednftt
C 7w u e Brezhnev, again‘proved himself the\h‘ardj_‘r.;’ :
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“{President Ford, is moving. toward ap~

~i/ proval of ‘a‘new SALT agreement despite’  for the nomination.: ¥ ! 1
T bitter oppbgltiog_."'thin_hisadminis‘tration\:_‘ " 'At issue are two new weapon systems: Russian bargainer by demanding no lirtii e
and threats of a majo political explosion. ", the Soviet Backfire bomber and U.S.  atall on Backfire bombers but offering a%y-.. -
wThe verlfication: janel;;  the ad-. cruisemissiles which can be Jaunched with ‘public statement that the Backfire's rarigelc.
ion’s. byl cyméking body on ' fncanny accuracy from planes or ships, . is only. 4,000-5,000 :kilomefers (half:thke
arms limitation’ talks’ (SALT), :'Negotiating at,the Kremlin last month, ' -actual * range; .4y ~ehardlinersyd.

aélk in"a ‘Bession that left “blood [ Kissinger proposed that the Russians be . - Simultaneously, Brezhnev denanded 0oty

1.‘-*'!0n‘the“_ﬂ§pr‘ sdggcnbgdby oneofficial)” " liniited to 275 Backfire bombers-con- - cruise missiles on surface vessels; plusthed
iiand: produged’ o ‘consensus, Shortly . structed over the nextfive years, whilethe restrictions proposéd by Kissingers. -+t

}~thereafter, the President was warned ' U.8., in effect, would be permitted cruise - Nobody. believes this‘latest Sovietsif
through senior aldes'that the prospective - missiles on only 34 bombers and 25 surface - proposal is a last:ditch demand. Rather; ing: *
. SALT Il-agreement would trigger 4 nasty .. vesselsand noneon submarines.’. . . typically tough bargaining, the Kremline. v
“Senate * investigation and possibly ' *Since this went beyond options approved - predictably: will- pull sback: with: a. *'c0R; v
Tesigrations of middlelevel officials, * =~ by the-National Security Council (NSC), * cession”’—a meaningless limit on Backfirey~ -
... ‘Nevertheless,. Mr, Ford seems detels '« Washington* hard:liners were outraged. . bombers plus cruise missiles permitted iy
* mined to support Secretary of State Henry ;'The Soviet Union cannot build more than '-a few surface vessels,: 2.1 Jiv -7 S
. Kissinger's quest of.a climagtie U,S.- - 215 Backfires in five years-anyway, they =~ In New Hampshire, Mr, Ford'indicq_‘tgé‘é;z i
_Soviet ‘arms.control ‘pact..In a campaign .. argued, while. Kissinger’s' limits would  he would accept:any Backfire' limit as i
¥ news conference in New Hampshire last, . ‘practically end development of the ertise * better than none. But the real jssue Is the Lw i
Sunday, the President strongly defended . missile—one new weapon where the U.S.. cruise missile,” regarded by. KissingefZr: = -
"“the looming’ agreement—apparently: ; ¢cléarlyleads. et ot mainly as g bargaining chip to gain new "
" believing that detetite s still good polities.”; Y::, These objections were stated by Deputy “limits on strategic weaponry in SAL'VI,“MII.A?‘ L
of two' “Secretary of Defense Williarn Clements, ' Disagreeing vehemently, his' critics see w: -

W
v

¢

" Accordingly, one of two'unlikely events. ’ .
., mmust oceyr to.averta' SALT.II agreement. . normally a Kissinger ally, and others at x  the new weaponasa major bréakthrough?-
and.the accompanying political con-"-"Jan. 21 NSC meeting called to receive ~and view the prcspectlve‘BackfiretcﬂﬂEé"“:“

)

frontation. The first: would' be Dr. ' “Kissinget’s report from Moscow, Although missile settlément as a huge Soviet galnind® . ;
-Kissinger’s-inability to pin down an ‘“the NSC did:not formally reject the . the Turopean’ regional power” balamicess! s
© dgreement with Moscow. The second ;; proposal, criticism was dntense, to the .However, the President privately says’ -
B e Mr! Ford’spolitical ‘advisers® -+ displeasure of PresidentFord.” . .. ', that cruise missile development, is nof as ;-
“prevailing, on him not to supply. heavy ! mmediate ﬁlr -advanced ‘as’ the' Pentdgon has.

£+ The President was spared ani

k poea i . afmed. ", | ey e e g
R T c T R The  overriding ;arguments arg:wmore !,
1 politicalthanmilitary.Kisslngercontepds-;f
- now i3 the tinde foragreement—before a+ -
" new. generation ‘of: Soviet hard-liners'and * L
1.8, dovish liberals akes aver, Nor doMra!*
Ford and Kissinger beliéve Corigress wilk:
‘vote necessary defense money if there is”
no SALT-IL agreement. But Kissinger's ;
. critics:dread the psychological impact.on ;- .-
Western European _governments;oﬁ,{a v
* Backfire-crulse missile agreement cleatly -
, inthe Kremtin's favors fr. o it
;" hat - argument. will -detonate th”&%«
_political explosion resulting from a SALT
" 11 agreeinent. ‘Sen.: Henry: M. Ja’ckson%*‘_ :
would , Jaunch'public “hearings. with ., .
“'testimony from James' Schlesinger, moreg.....
- patent «politically. out, of office than,as, 3
Secretary “of Defense, and perhaps.(of
 ficials whose’; resignatigns care: n i
threatened. With Reagan . talking ;-
cruisé “missiles: in’ New. Hampshire;:
 politica] perils are'obvious. .7 Ry
¢~ Only" Secretary  of :Defense- Donald:!
' *Rumsfeld seems able to avert: the SALTE
“explosion. ; Rimsfeld? had i Beeri Mo
. Schlesinger taking a ard SALT Jine SRACY
"feels open conflicts between the Defefiseu :
% and Stat¢ departments hurt the President. 57,
/Butasa practical man, he may ponderthe.
;"'political gost of SALT It-and s0 advise Mr.:
Ford. That is the last slender hope of the:
* hard-liners, - SR
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Appeasement & Détente

Theodore Draper

PPEASEMENT became a dirty word in

the 193%0's. It had been, for centu-
ries, a perfectly clean, even a virtuous term. How
could a word that had meant peace and concilia-
tion turn into its opposite? The transformation
came when it began to be used in connection with
the concessions to and deals made with the fascist
dictatorships in the 1930°s. The turning point was
probably the speeches by Prime Minister Neville
Chamberlain in the House of Commons on Octo-
ber § and 6, 1938. Just back from Munich, where
he had agreed to tear off a vital part of Czechoslo-
vakia and hand it over to Hitler's Germany, he
spoke exultantly about “our policy of appease-
ment,” of which the Munich agreement was to be
only the first step. He looked forward to “the
collaboration of all nations, not excluding the
totalitarian states, in building up a lasting peace
for Lurope.” 'The “real triumph,” he said, was
the execution of “a difficult and delicate operation
by discussion instead of by force of arms.”

A vear later, force of arms instead of discussion
made it almost impossible to say the word “ap-
peasement” without shame and loathing. The
word, of course, was not to blame, But why had it
been misused? Why did it turn into such a ghastly
mockery? Clearly—though this is not the whole
story—because appeasement could not appease the
unappeasable. In those circumstances it was be-
trayal and capitulation on the installment plan.
The stench of the Munich agreement might not
have been so sickening if it had been recognized
for what it was. What made it so unbearable was
its glorification, such as ' =~reenble et in
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the London 7imes: “No conqueror returning
from a victory on the battlefield has come home
with nobler Jaurels than Mr. Chamberlain from
Munich yesterday.”

Détente is another one of those perfectly good
words that, misapplied, gets a bad name. It ap-
pears to be a relatively recent importation from
the French. The first citation in the Oxford Eng-
lish Dictionary is dated 1908. The word is usually
defined as a ‘“relaxation of tension,” which may
mean much or little depending on what kind of
tension is being relaxed by how much. At the 1974
hearings on détente of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, speaker after speaker com-
plained that the word was hard to pin down. For-
mier Ambassador George F. Kennan said that he
had “never fully understood the use of the word
‘détente’ in connection with” Soviet-American re-
lations. In response, former Senator J. W. Ful-
bright remarked that “détente is a difficult word
to have inherited in this connection, but I think
we are stuck with it.” Former Senator Eugenc
McCarthy commented that “ithe meaping las
changed every time it is applied.” Professor Mar-
shall Shulman referred to “the ambiguities of the
word ‘détente,”” and Professor Herbert Dinerstein
pointed out that “everyone has a different notion
about what détente is.” Former Secretary of State
Dean Rusk said it was a “process,” not a “condi-
tion.” Secretary of Statc Henry A. Kissinger agreed
that “it is a continuing process, not a final
condition."'* An academic definition has made it
into “a logical spectrum of relations along which

I .

détente but, wharever it is, it would seem to hbe

* Numbered notes are to be found at the condusion of
this article, on page 77
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fluctuating and ambiguous. In theory, it has heen
situated somewhere between cold war and rap-
prochement or even entente. Since détente moves
uneasily between these two poles, it occupies a
purely relative position, without a definite profile
of its own. This conception of détente is always
moving away or moving toward something clse,?
No wonder, then, that détente according to this
theory has been so hard to pin down; it is by its
very nature transitory and volatile,

In practice, however, the current Soviet-Ameri-
can détente should have a much more positive and
recognizable character. The materialization of
détente was supposed to be the main achievement
of the summit meeting in Moscow in May 1972 at
which the new phase of Soviet-American relations
was formally inaugurated. It consisted of three
agreements—military, commercial, and political.
The military agreement took the form of SALT I,
providing in principle for quantitative parity in
antiballistic mijssiles. "The commercial agreement
set up a US-USSR comimission to promote trade
and development of economic resources. The po-
litieal agreement was embodied in the “Basic Prin-
ciples of Relations Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics,” These three agreements gave this détente
some substance and delineation. Détente could
not be all that vague and ambiguous if it had
“Basic Principles,” no matter what they might be
or whether or not they were lived up to.

Most of the debate on détente has made it ap-
pear that the only alternatives are détente and
cold war. Any criticism of the current version of
détente is sure to bring forth in tones of incredul-
ity the horrified challenge: “Do you mean to say
thut you want to go back to the cold war?” That
the cold war may not be the only alternative to
détente seems to have escaped notice, It might also
be asked, with equal incredulity and horror: “Do
you want to go back to ‘appeasement’?” In fact, an
even more incredible question to some might be:
“Do you realize that appeasement was built into
détente?”

Let us see.

11

D}'JrENTE has been so confusing not be-
7 cause there is a lack of definitions
and interpretations but because there have been
too many. There is not only an American version
but different American versions. There is not only
a Soviet version but different Soviet versions.

The original Awmerican theory of détente was
developed, largely by Henry Kissinger, in 1972.
The main concept behind it was the “linkage” of
the military, the economic, and the political. The
idea, as he explained it, was “to move forward on
a very broad fromt on many issues” in order to
create many “vested interests” on both sides.

After the Moscow “linkage,” Kissinger was eu-
phoric. He extolled SALT I as an ‘“agreement
without precedent in all relevant modern history.”
The summit meeting had been so successful, he re-
ported, that the American side had achieved all

thac it had planned andNg Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/29 : LOC-HAK-226-7-1

“give or take 10 per env —au Cavaviaiiesy rou-
ord for any diplomatic conference. For Prime
Minister Chamberlain, Munich had brought
“peace -in our time.”” For President Nixon, Mos-
cow had made possible “a new structure of peace
in the world.”

The second thoughts were not so ecstatic. It be-
carme increnasingly clear that SALT I 'had been lit-
tle more than a promissory note. In 1974, Sccre-
tary Kissinger himself said that, if'a more far-
reaching follow-up nuclear agreemeént were not
reactied “well before 1977, then I believe you will
se¢ an explosion of technology and ian explosion
of numbers” of fearsome proportions.® In that
same year, Professor George B. Kistinkowsky, one
of the most eminent and experienced experts in
the field, testified: “The SALT I agreements do
not inhibit or limit the strategic-arms race. They
merely channel it into such directions as each side
perceives to be militarily most advantageous to it
He characterized the antiballistic-missile treaty as
“to a large degree another agreement not to do
something that neither party wants to do
anyway.”¢ Despite the onrush of 1977, SALT II
shows no signs of coming through in time to stop
the technology-and-numbers explosion.

SAL'T I may have been oversold; and, to that
extent, may have made the “linkage” with the
cominercial agreement even more expensive than
it needed to be, But even if SALT I had been all
that Kissinger had hoped for it, its linkage with
the commercial agreement would still have been
based on a theory that built appeasement into
détente. It is this aspect of détente that should be
more clearly understood.

On the American side, it was always recognized
that the Soviets were mainly interested in détente
for economic reasons.” The basic Soviet reason
flowed from a declining rate of growth and pro-
ductivity. According to official Soviet data, this rate
fell from 10.9 per cent in 1950-58 to 7.2 per cent
in 1958-67 to 6.4 per cent in 1967-7%; Western' re-
calculations of the Soviet figures stiow the actual
decline to be from 6.4 per cent in 1950-58 to 5.3
per cent in 1958-67 to 8.7 per cent in 1967-73.% By
1966, the problem was already so troublesowe that
Prime Minister Aleksei Kosygin liad called for
abandonment ol economic isolationism to prevent
the Soviet economy from falling too far hehind. A
key reason for the Soviet dilemma was the failure
to keep up with the advanced technology of the
West. At first the Brezhnev regime had tried to
overcome this weakness through earlier détentes
with France and Germany. But by 1972, the Amer-
ican-Soviet détente made the United States the
main source of scientific-technological transfer.

There was, however, a hitch. The Saviets were
unable to pay for what they wanted. They de-
manded large-scale, long-term U.5. government
credits at abnormally low interest rates, They
sought most-favored-nation status without being
able to reciprocate. They wanted the delivery of
entire factories and plants on terms which meant
that the Soviet Union would do all the owning
and the Western donors would take all the risks.
1f anything went wrong, the Soviet Union and a
few favored capitalists could not—and only the
American taxpayer would—lose.*

* Hedrick Smith, the former New York Times eorrespond-

dent in Moscow, has told of a “joke” that circulated within

advisers what he should seek in America. Ask them to sell
us cars,’ suggested one. ‘Ask them to build us computer
faciories,” said a second. ‘Ask them to build atomic-power
stations,’ said a third. ‘No,” replied Brezhnev. thoughtfully.
‘Ul just ask them to build us Communism’” (4tlantic
Monthly, December 1974) .
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This situation was made to order {or one of Kis-
singer's beguiling theories—at least, enough peo-
ple were beguiled to put it across. It was the
theory of “incentives.” According to Secretary Kis-
singer, the Soviets were advised in 1970 and 1971,
in advance of the agreement on détente, that they
could get paid off in credits and most-favored-na-
tion treatment “if they engaged in what we consid-
ered responsible international behavior.® A Kis-
singerian formulation of the incentive-payment
theory went as follows:

We see it [economic rclations] as a tool to
bring about or to reinforce a more moderate ori-
entation of foreign policy and to provide incen-
tives for responsible international behavior and,
therefore, it has to be seen in this context.1?

An academic exponent of détente explained
for popular consumption that trade, technology,
and investment “would serve to offer a continuing
incentive to Soviet leaders to accept the con-
straints of a Jow-tension policy.” These incentives
could be “regulated,” he assured his readers, so
that “our resources are not used to strengthen So-
viet military capabilities”—as if it were possible to
draw a line between the civilian and military uses
of patural gas, petrochemicals, computers, and
truck factories—and so that “the political competi-
tion is conducted with restraint”—as if restraint
were not as much in the Soviet as in the American
interest without incentive payments.t!

The most important American incentive pay-
menis to the Soviets have been economic. This re-
lationship has been inherently unequal. If all
went well, Americans could benefit through profits
‘and jobs. So far, many deals have failed and 2
few have succeeded, so that the profits from in-
creased Soviet-American trade have gone to a few
favored or fortunate entrepreneurs. The Soviets,
however, have an altogether larger stake in the
relationship. They want to get out of it a struc-
tural change in their economy and a bail-out
mechanism for their agriculture. This economic
exchange is not an ordinary one; the Western
contribution to the Soviet economy is heavy with
political and military significance.

The most recent study by Professor Marshall L
Goldman of how the economic détente has worked
is not reassuring. Professor Goldman is not an
enemy of détente or of Soviet-American trade~
quite the contrary. Yet his cantionary analysis of
what has been going on in the name of détente
is most disturbing:

The types of goods and the types of nego-
tiating tactics the Russians tend to use in
purchasing goods from the United States make
it possible for the Russians to obtain high
technology products for bargain prices that no
other buyers could cajole. Moreover, much of
the technology and sometimes the products
themselves have been heavily subsidized by the
American taxpayer. The initial subsidy for de-
velopment and production, the bargain prices,

and the subsidized interest rate of the Export-
]ml)or[ Bank means that tha Ruccians are aften

Curiously, the Soviets never bothered to develop
a similar theory or practice vis--vis the United
States. In fact, the Soviets have pursued a contrary
course, at ties most inconvenient for the United
States. For example, until March 1974, months
after the Arab-Jsraeli war was over, the Soviets
urged the Arab oil producers to continue their
embargo against the Western states and Japan.12
This Soviet exhortation was not a mere peccadillo;
it was a potentially deadly attack on the economic
lifeline of the Western powers and Japan. The
incentive theory seemed to work only one way.

szsmcm had another theory which
- should have made incentive pay-
ments unnecessary. It was the theory of “marginal
advantages.” He first produced it during the 1972
summit meeting in Moscow and kept repeating it
until events proved it to be a conceptual break-
down instead of a conceptual breakihrough. In
one of his clearest formulations of this embarrassing
memory, he maintained that “to the extent that
balance of power means consiant jockeying for
marginal advantages over an opponent, it no longer
applies.” He explained why:

The reason is that the determination of na-
tional power has changed fundamentally in the
nuclear age. Throughout history, the primary
concern of most national leaders has been to ac-
cumulate geopolitical and military power, It

~ would have seemed inconceivable even a genera-

tion ago that such power once gained could not
be translated directly into advantage over one’s
opponent. But now both we and the Soviet
Union have begun to find that each increment
of power does not necessarily represent an incre-
ment of usable political strength13

This theory made the whole Kissingerian system
of détente seem absurdly easy to operate. It was, in
fact, a “self-regulating mechanism"”—the diplo-
matic equivalent of perpetual motion. It ruled out
“marginal advantages” and “increments of usable
political strength” in the nuclear age by making
them inherently “unrealistic” and catastrophically
“dangerous.”'* Unfortunately, the Soviet leaders
again failed to respond with a similar theory.
Only a year later, their policy and actions in the
Middle East were clearly based on an altogether
different theory of what the nuclear age permitted
in the way of struggling for “marginal advan-
tages.” Kissinger himself must have recognized
that his theory, mot “marginal advantages,” was
unrealistic and dangerous or he would not’have
bothered to respond to Soviet actions in the Mid-
dle East or Angola. After all, he should have rea-
soned, the Soviets were going after unusable and
intangible “increments of power.”

As if all this were not troublesome enough, Kis-
singer produced another, contradictory theory. In
his testimony at the Senate hearings on his confir-
mation as Secretary of State, he delivered himself
of this rule:

But assuming the present_’l?alance holds, and

N R A TS
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ican purchases.

These advantages, Professor Goldman adds, have
an important political component built into
them.1’ One does not have to helieve that the
Soviets obtain all the benefits to see that the in-
centive theory works mainly in the Soviets’ {avor.

of conceiving a rational objective for general
nuclear war makes it, therefore, less risky to en-
gage in local adventures.'s

One theory said that the nuclear age made
“marginal advantages” unnecessary to worry about
and, therefore, local adventures for such advan-
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‘tages less likely. Another theory said that the same
nuclear age made local adventures “less risky”
and, therefore, more likely.

What it all came down to in the end was-an un-
derstanding of the political implications of the nu-
clear age. But before we get to this point, let us
see what the Soviet view of détente has been.

IIn

N THE “Basic Principles” of " Soviet-

American relations of May 29, 1972,
the Soviets seemingly committed themselves to an
interpretation of détente which ftted in with
Kissinger's theory of ‘“marginal advantages.”
These principles contained the following mutual
restraints on engaging in “local adventures’:

Prevention of the development of situations
capable of causing a dangerous exacerbation of
Soviet-American relations.

_ Doing the utmost to avoid military confronta-
tions.

Recognition that efforts to obtain unilateral
advantage at the expense of the other, directly
or indirectly, are inconsistent with these objec-
tives.

Special responsibility to do everything in
their power so that conflicts or situations will
not arise which would serve to increase interna-
tional tensions.

These principles implied that there were two
sides to détente—political and nuclear. The for-
mer was designed to prevent situations from devel-
oping which might bring on the danger of nuclear
war, On ceremonial occasions, such as his speech
at the Helsinki conference at the end of July 1975,
Brezhnev has paid lip service to the combination
of military and political détente.28

The “Basic Principles” also signified that
détente applied not only to relations between the
United States and the Soviet Union but also to the
relations of each with the rest of the world. Kissin-
ger has assured us that “we consider Soviet re-
straint in the Middle East an integral part of
détente policy’’!? and “the principle of restraint is
not confined to relations between the U.S. and the
USSR, it is explicitly extended to include all
countries,”’18

There seemed to be agreement, then, on two
constituent elements of a true détente--it must
apply to the political as well as to the nuclear
realm, and it must apply to the relations of the
United States and the Soviet Union with the rest
of the world as well as to the relations between
themselves. o

However, there are Soviet theories underlying
détente which, like the American, must be taken
into account to find out what it really means. For
example, a basic Soviet theory is that of the “new
relationship of forces.” It was expressed by Brezh-
nev not long ago in the following formula: “Inter-
national détente has become possible because a
new relationship of forces now exists on the world

iat No Objection To Dedlassification in Full 2011/04/29 : LOC-HAK-226-7-1-2

What is this "new relati
short answer, spelled out in all Communist propa-
ganda, is that the ‘‘new relationship of forces”
now favors the “socialist world” led by the Soviet
Union. The point here is not whether the theory
is right or wrong. The point is that, for the Soviet
Unijon and its followers, détente is not an abstract,

ahistorical condition; it is the product of a con-
crete, historical “relationship. of forces” which de-
termines not merely what détente is but—far more
important—what it does.

A second Soviet theory in this connection is that
of.the “two spheres.” An authoritative exposition
of ‘this theory was recently given by Professor
Georgi Arbatov, a high-level Soviet spokesman and

present head of the Institute of the USA of the

Academy of Sciences of the USSR

What is involved here [the policy of détente] is -

essentially different spheres of political life in
our time (though they may influence one an-
other in various ways). One of them is the
sphere of social development, which steadily
makes headway in any international conditions
—whether détente, “cold” war, or even “hot”
war. .. . The other is the sphere of inter-state ye-
lations, in which other extremely important
questions ‘are resolved—questions of war and
peace, methods of resolving controversial for-
eign-policy questions, and possibilities for mu-
tually advantageous international cooperation.

The drawing of a clear line between these
two spheres is one of the basic premises of the
Leninist foreign policy of the peaceful coexist-
ence of states with different social systems. . , .20

In the pro-Soviet Communist movement, the

theory of “peaceful coexistence” has been promul-
gated somewhat more clearly and starkly. It is now
said that peaceful coexistence

refers exclusively to the domain of inter-state re-
lations between socialist and capitalist coun-
tries. It rules out just one form of struggle be-
tween socialism and capitalism—the form of di-
rect military collision.2?

Formerly, as we have seen, détente was supposed
to cover anything of a political or military nature
which could exacerbate Soviet-American relations,
give one side unilateral advantage at the expense
of the other, or serve to increase international ten-
sion. The theory.of the “two spheres” eliminates a
huge political area—under the trade name of “so-
cial development”—from the domain of détente.
By reducing détente to the avoidance of “direct
military collision” between the United States and
the Soviet Union, it leaves everything else wide
open.

His tendency to shunt détente out of

the political sphere into a narrow
military sphere has now come to a head with the
need to rationalize large-scale Soviet military in-
tervention in Angola and the use of Cuban troops
as Soviet proxies. A writer in Jzvestia of November
29, 1975 insisted that it was impossible to bring
“the sphere of class and national-liberation strug-
gle” within “peaceful coexistence.”22 On Novem-
ber 30, an Izvestia correspondent reported that
détente “gave a powerful impulse to the national-
liheration movement of colonial and oppressed
peoples.”?8 On December 2, an Itvestia commen-
tator held that “the process of détente does not

vwaaan and never maeant the freering nf the sorial-

the Soviet Union from giving “sympathy, compas-
sion, and support” to those whom' it chose to rep-
resent as “fighters for national independence.”24
On December 6, a writer .in" Pravda boasted:
“Détente created favorable conditions for the new
successes of the cause of national liberation.”?* On
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December 8, a report in Pravda of an “interna-
tional anti-fascist conference” brought these glad
tidings: “The thought that runs all through the
documents of the conference and the speeches of
its participants is that the strengthening process of
détente creates favorable conditions for the strug-
gles of the popular masses against imperialism and
neocolonialism, against all forms of fascism and
internal reaction.”” 28

These thoughts were not entirely new. The So-
viet Union has long claimed the right to support
“national-liberation movements.” In the heyday of
détente, however, this motif was muted in favor of
emphasis on avoiding international friction. Now
almost any action which the Soviet Union chooses
to take that could causc a dangerous exacerbation
of Soviet-American relations, obtain direct or indi-
rect unilateral advantage, or increase international
tensions is being conveniently classified as *“class
and national-liberation struggle.” That the Soviet
political line should be turned around to provide

a propaganda smoke screen for military interven-
tion on the west coast of Africa is something new
and ominous, If this sort of intervention can be
justified in the name of détente, almost anything
short of direct conflict with the United States can
be made to fit the "Basic Principles.” i
There are indications, too, of a general “left
turn” in the Jine which the Soviet Union is press-
ing on the world Communist movement. One tell-
tale sign was an article in Pravda of August 6,
1975, by K. Zaradov, editorin-chief of the official
pro-Soviet Communist organ, Problems of Peace
and Socialism (World Marxist Review in the Eng-
lish version). Zaradov's article was clearly aimed
at the French and Italian Communist parties
rather than at the Chinese, He called them *‘pres-
ent-day conciliators” whose *“logic is the same as
that of the Mensheviks"—storm signals in Com-
munist political meteorology. Why this sudden
outhurst? Because, according  to Zaradov, the
present-day conciliators and quasi-Mensheviks
“would like to dissolve it [the proletarian party]
in an ideologically amorphous orgamnization, in
any alliance created according to the formula
‘unity for unity’s sake.’ "?7 The point was not lost
on the Italian and French Communists who pro-
tested against this onslaught in the official organ
of the Soviet Communist party. How high up the
inspiration for Zaradov's article had come from
was soon made clear by an item in Jzvestia of Sep-
tember 19. This unusual social note reported that
General Secretary Brezhnev had received Zaradov
and had congratulated him for his fine work.
Another indication has come from the Ameri.
can Communist party, the most slavishly pro-
Soviet of the Western Communist parties. At its re-
cent national convention, its General Secretary
discovered that “in the U.S. in the 1970’s monop-
oly capital is preparing the climate in which fas-
cism can come to power.”28 Various roles have al-
ready been assigned—Governor George C. Wal-
lace as the “leading fascist demagogue”; William
F. Buckley, Jr., as an “adroit exponent of ‘intellec-
tual’ fascism’; a curioy ! —o~imeate sammnany

take too much foresight to see where the Commu-
nist propaganda line is heading. The Soviets may
soon be saving the entire world from the menace
of American fascism. S

All these aspects of Soviet policy—military in-
tervention, political theorizing, Communist propa-
ganda—are intimately related to the changing So-
viet view of détente, Fundamental to all of them is
one simple rule—that what always counts most 1s
the relationship of forces, not the arrangement of
words.

v

HE Arab-Israeli war of October 1973
proved to be the first real test of
the Soviet-American détente. It provided so clear a
violation of the “basic principles” by the Soviet
Union that even Secretary Kissinger had to admit
as much, albeit in the relative obscurity of a Sen-
ate committee hearing. The violation cancerned
the message sent by Brezhnev to Algerian Presi-
dent Boumédienne and apparently to other Arab
leaders telling them that it was their Arab duty to
get into the war against Israel. Pressed by Senator
Harry F. Byrd, Jr., Secretary Kissinger agreed,
“Yes, I would say this was a violation.”’30%
Nothing more was heard of this awkward admis-
sion. All concerned would have benefited if more
attention had been paid to it. Kissinger himself
had testified that Soviet “restraint” in the Middle
East was “an integral part of the détente policy.”
If it did not hold there, it was unlikely to hold
wherever American and Soviet interests seriously
clashed, In that case the détente relationship was
relegated to taking care of relatively minor mat-
ters, leaving the major ones to a nuclear alert or
rival military interventions. It can now be seen
that the Middle East crisis of October 1973 was a
dress rehearsal for the Angola crisis of 1975-76.
After the Middle East crisis, however, the Amer-
ican line on détente underwent some changes. The
concept of détente is like an accordion; it can be
stretched out or pulled in. It can be as broad as it
seemed after the summit meeting of May 1972 or
it can be as narrow as it became after October
1978, To take care of all possible contingencies,
Kissinger began to stress the schizoid character of
détente, It was, he explained in March 1974,
“composed of both competition and cooperation”
with “profound ambiguities at every stage of this
relationship.”31 Later, he spoke of détente as if it
were merely an improved method of communica-

_ tions, “a means by which a competition which is

inevitable—in the nature of present circumstances
—is regulated while reducing the danger of nu-
clear war.”3? It had become a means to an end
which was contradictory and ambiguous, a regula-
tory system without an agency to do the regulat-
ing. .

Above all, détente was now largely reduced to
limiting “the risks of nuclear war,” as Kissinger
put it.3* Former Senator J. William Fulbright

—William B. ShockleyNO Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/29 : LOC-HAK-226-7-1-2

Herrnstein, H. J. Eysenck, Christopher Jencks, Ed-
ward C. Banfield, Robert W. Fogel and Stanley L.
Engerman—as “leading exponents” of “Nazi-like
poison."2® Since everyone knows that monopoly
capital rules the United States, and now we know
what monopoly capital is preparing, it does not

Senator Byrd: On the question of harassment, which is
one of the key points of the Jackson amendment, is not
the entire system of government in Russia based on
harassment and terror, as a practical matter?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, 1 think the government is
more obtrusive than in our country (p. 88) .

Obtrusivel
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could think of nothing better than: “Détente, in
its essence, is an agreement not to let these differ-
ences [between the two superpowers] explode into
nuclear war.”3% Professor Marshall Shulman in-
structed us that the main business of détente was
“to reduce the danger of nuclear war.”$3 The case
for détente after October 1973 came essentially to

- rest on its relationship with nuclear war and on
little else that was unambiguous and uncontradic-
tory.

W}: have now come to the heart af
matter. It is right here—the rela-
tionship between détente and nuclear war.

Was there a meaningful “linkage” between nu-
clear war, economic-incentive payments, and politi-
cal restraint? The American—or Kissingerian—
theory and practice of détente was fundamentally
dependent on a positive answer to this question, If
the answer was negative, the entire American pol-
icy rested on a dubious foundation.

" ' For the past thirty years, during hot wars, cold
wars, and détentes, nuclear weapons have not been

used. They were not used by the United States.

when it had a nuclear monopoly, even when its
forces were decimated by Chinese Communist
troops in Korea, even when the United States suf-
fered defeat in the longest and most humiliating
war in its history in Vietnam. There is obviously
something about nuclear warfare that has set it
apart from all other forms of warfare in which we
still engage. There is something about nuclear
weapons which cannot be fitted into hot wars, cold
wars, or détentes. The nuclear war, as much as any
type of war can be, must as yet be regarded as su:
generis. We still have no experience with it; we
cannot fathom its bottomless depths of pure nihil-
ism; we cannot imagine a rational use for it.

With the nuclear weapon we reached the reduc-
tio ad absurdum of all warfare—a weapon that
was too destructive. This was already the lesson
when the United States still had a monopoly of it.
As soon as the Soviet Union became an atomic
and then a nuclear power, we achieved a higher
stage of military “absurdity”—a weapon that was
too mutually destructive. This second stage was
reached by the mid-1950's, so that we have been
in it for about two decades.3® The third stage
came in the late 1960’s when the United States
realized that the Soviet Union would achieve
rough nuclear parity. The “absurdity” had now
arrived at its final destination—the power of
mutual annihilation.

In exasperation, Secretary Kissinger once dra-
matically exclaimed: -

And one of the questions which we have to ask
ourselves as a country is what, in the name of
God, is strategic superiority? What is the signifi-
cance of it, politically, militarily, operationally,
at these levels of numbers? What do you do
with ite37

It was, as the saying goes, a good question. It
implied that on the level of mutual annihilation it
mattered little how much —~vn ~nnibilasiog o oo

clear power could or woNO Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/29 : LOC-HAK-226-7-1

plied that there was no political “significance” to
be attached to those incomprehensibly high levels
of destructiveness. Nuclear warfare cannot be
weighed in political scales or translated into polit-
ical terms. Politics, so to speak, is sub-nuclear.
Thus Kissinger himself inferentially cut the

ground {rom under the nuclear-political linkage.

The control of nuclear warfare, then, is of an
order so different from the control of ‘‘conven-
tional” warfare, let alone the control of political
and ideological rivalries, that the former must be
dealt with as something apart. Just as nuclear war-
fare has resisted every calculus of political or
economic usefulness, so, too, it is not amenable to
political blandishments or ¢conomic payoffs. The
enormity of the nuclear problem defies all past
human experience. This is not to say that the
human race need or should resign itself to the ever-
present threat of nuclear annihilation; it means
that the thréat must be faced on its own terms,
without pretending that it can be got around
through “linkages” of an altogether different order
of magnitude. Economic incentives and political
phbrase-mongering~the tools of détente—are not
in the same league as nuclear. arms.

The promoters of détente sought to save it
by reducing it to a hard core of avoidance of
nuclear warfare. They were in fact exposing its
essential hollowness. They were giving it the self-
same function that the cold war of unblessed
memory used to have—as an alternative to hot
war. They were giving détente undeserved credit
for an impasse that had been brought about by
the mutual destructiveness of nuclear warfare. The
linkage of détente with nuclear war betrayed a
misunderstanding of both.

The trouble with the narrow nuclear interpre-
tation of détente is that it puts all the rest of the
world's troubles and all the other possible forms
of conflict outside détente. If détente is as schizoid
as both the latest American and Soviet versions
make it out to be, one must constantly ask.what
belongs and what does not belong to the sphere of
détente. If; as the Soviet spokesman Arbatov has
told us, détente belongs exclusively to the sphere
of “interstate relations” and not at all to the
sphere of “social development,” the question arises
whether the war in the Middle East or in Angola
belong to the former or the latter. In the Soviet
view, the latter is decidedly the case, which tells us
how broad the category of “social development” is
and how narrowly détente has been confined. 1f,
as Secretary Kissinger has told us, détente is com-
posed of both “competition and cooperation,” the
question arises: What pertains to competition and
what to cooperation? An even more awkward ques-
tion must be asked: If cooperation is the real es-
sence of détente, what is the nature of the competi-
tion? Isn't it the bad old “cold war”? Kissinger
has also begun to talk of “moderating competi-
tion,” a formula combining “accommodation and
resistance.”3® Does this mean that when we get
“accommodation” we have détente, and when we
get “resistance” we have cold war? If we can have
“accommodation and resistance” together, why
not détente and cold war together? These seman-
tic games are hopelessly muddling and contami-
nating all discourse on world affairs today.

How far one can go to equate détenté with the
Awnidance nf a Qaviet-Ameriran nuclear war was

Senate hearings on détente, He set out to demon-
strate that “détente makes for a unigue stability in

_the ultimate issues of war and peace, but permits,

nay, ‘encourages movement and change _in all is-
sues of lesser moment.” Next, he explained that
this unique stability of détente was based on the

o
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conviction that “nuclear war would be an act ot
mutual destruction.” This line of reasoning led
him to his grand climax: “Détente means that the
two countries will not make war on each other.”*

1f that is all détente means, it is accomplishing
exactly what the fear of “mutual destruction” was
able to accomplish with or without détente. One
would Tike to be as sure as Professor Dinerstein is
that détente in this sense possesses a “‘unique sta-
bility.” If it does, it is only because the mutual de-
structiveness of nuclear war possesses that same
“unique stability.” In any case, we have gone very
far from the détenie of 1972 which, according to
Kissinger, had moved “on-a very broad front on
many issues.” Those who have tried to save
détente by moving it on to a very narrow front-on
the single issue of nuclear warfare have unwit-
tingly been administering the Jast rites to it

\%

Therefore, critics of détente must answer: what
is the alternative that they propose? What pre-
cise policies do they want us to change? Are they
prepared for a prolonged situation of dramati-
cally increased international danger? Do they
wish to return to the constant crises and high
arms budgets of the cold war? Does détente en-
courage repression—or is it détente that has
generated the ferment and the demands for
openness that we are now witnessing?“

SUCH was the angry challenge that Sec-
retary Kissinger hurled at critics of
détente last July. He seemed to think that the ans-
wers to his questions were crushingly obvious. I,
100, think that the answers were so obvious that it
was a mistake to ask the questions.

1)- What is the alternative that they propose?
One altérnative would be to cease and desist from
the unconscionable exploitation of the word
“détente,” or at least to stop waving it as a ban-
ner. Tt has now become an obstacle to thought. It
is of little or no use in relation to nuclear war. It
is a mockery in relation to such .wars as we have,
as in the Middle East and Angola. It admittedly
does not apply to ideological conflict: It has been
defined and redefined virtually out of existence. 1f
it continues to serve as a political shibboleth, it
must surely suffer the same fate as “appeasement,”
if it has not done so already. ‘

2) What precise policies do they want us to
change? One policy that was misconceived from
the outset and should be changed without delay is
that of “incentive” payments to the Soviet Union.
It is this policy more than any other which has
opened the door to appeasement in the guise of
détente. Arbatov and other Soviet spokesmen have
stormed against the idea that the Soviets are ex-
pected to make any “payments” to the West4
The theory and practice of American incentive
premiums are especially ruinous in connection
with nuclear-weapons negotiations. If the threat of
mutual annihilation.is not persuasive enough to
bring one or the other si’> <=t ~s=rn~e and hava T
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Union, immeasurably lesser incentives are at best
superfluous and at worst irrelevant. Advance pay-
ments to the Soviet Union for services in the com-
mon interest that may or may not be rendered
have never worked and even make matters worse.
They merely serve to convince the masters of the

Soviet Union that the famous “relationship of
forces” has so changed in their favor that pay-
ments must be made for nothing more than a
piece of paper. :

3). Are they prepared for a prolonged situation
of dramatically increased danger? Let us recall
that this question was flung out with much unc-
tion and indignation only a half-year ago. Since
then the level of tension and danger has increased
dramatically. The question was plainly addressed
to the wrong parties. The Angola crisis is hardly
the work of the critics of détente. Some of them
may even have seen such dramatieally increased
danger coming since the last Arab-Israeli war. The
real guestion is whether the leaders and fellow-
travelers of détente were prepared for a prolonged
situation of dramatically increased danger.

4) Do they wish to return to the constant crises
and high arms budgets of the cold war? To an-
swer this question, it is useful to recall Secretary
Kissinger's answer to another question put to him
at the end of .1974:

Senator Byrd: Is it not correct that since 1972,
in a period of so-called détente, there has been a
methodical improvement and expansion of nu-
clear and conventional power in the Soviet
Union and in Eastern Europe?

Secretary Kissinger: Yes, that is correct.t?

At least we have it from Secretary Kissinger that
détente, in its heyday, did nothing to discourage
the Soviets from improving and expanding their
military. power. Whether the same can be said of
the United States seems more doubtful, but let us
assurmne that both sides have improved and ex-
panded their nuclear and conventional power in
the détente years between 1972 and 1974. It may
be argued that the situation would have been
worse without détente. Perhaps—but it certainly
did not get better, and it is most unlikely that
more intercontinental missiles and more megaton-
nage would have significantly changed the nature
of the problem. The obvious answer, then, to this
question about crises and arms budgets is: No.
But what does it have to do with détente? Has
détente saved us from constant crises and high
arms budgets? Could Secretary Kissinger tell Sena-
tor Byrd that détente had prevailed on the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe not to improve and ex-
‘pand their nuclear and conventional power? More
to the point, the answer, unfortunately, again is:
No. '

5) Does détente encourage repression—or is il
détente that has generated ferment and the de-
mands for openness that we are now witnessing?
This is the most incredible question of all. It re-
veals how much Kissinger's understanding of the
Soviet system has changed since he took up resi-
dence in Washington. In one of his major works,
The Necessity for Choice, published in 1961, he
discussed this very question at some length. He
frowned on those who thought that “Western di-
plomacy should seek to influence Soviet” internal
Adevelanments.” He scoffed at “the tendency 1o

N

change in Soviet: society.” He reproacneda 1nosc
who saw “in every change of tone a change of
heart.” He decried “the persistence with which it
has been claimed that the economic needs of the
Soviet -Union . would impose a more conciliatory
policy on it.” He severely disapproved of the fact
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that, “whatever aspect of the Soviet system they
have considered, many in the West have sought to
solve our policy dilemma by making the most fa-
vorable assumptions about Soviet trends.” He in-
structed us sagely: “The tendency to justify nego-
tiations by changes in Soviet attitude makes us
vulnerable to largely formal Soviet moves.” And
this: “The possibility of evolution of Soviet policy
in a more conciliatory direction may be jeopard-
ized by the cagerness with which it is
predicted."43

Norﬂmc could illustrate more aptly the

timeliness of these warnings than the
connection between détente and Soviet repression.
By the time Kissinger asked the quéstion, “Does
détente encourage repression?,” in July 1975,
repression was already in full swing. The most
open period in recent Soviet history came in
1967-71, before the American-Soviet détente. The
official crackdown on the underground samizdat
movement took place in 1972, the very first year
of that détente, The orchestrated vilification of
Andrei Sakharov, the recent Nobel Peace Prize
winner, started in  August 1973, Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn was arrested and deported in Feb-
ruary 1974. Hedrick Smith of the New York Times
has by chance answered Kissinger's question in
his new book, The Russians, an account of his
experiences in the Soviet Union in 1971-74, deal-
ing with precisely the years of détente, and an
ideal corrective to much of what correspondents
in Moscow have to send out while they are still
there:

The technology of Soviet repression had become
more sophisticated and more effective as détente
proceeded. The unexpected irony was that
détente, instead of spawning more general fer-
ment among the Soviet intelligentsia, as the
West had hoped and the Kremlin had {eared,
became a reason for tighter controls and some-
times provided new ‘techniques for quieting
disaffected intellectuals.i+ ‘

This reflex on the part of the Soviet leadership
is not new, The precedent had been set by Lenin
in 1920-21. At the same time that he introduced the
New Economic Policy or NEP, liberalizing the So-
viet economy, and as he began to make deals with
Western powers, he liquidated every vestige of dis-
sidence in both the country and the party. The
two went hand in hand in order to prevent pres-
ent and. potential dissidents from taking advan-
tage of “decreased tension.” Stalin combined the
Popular Front outside Russia with "the Great
Purge inside Russia. Yet Kissinger has assured us:
“Changes in Soviet society have already occurred,
and more will come, But they are most likely to
develop through an evolution that can best go for-
ward in an environment of decreasing interna-
tional tensions.”15 The trouble with this line of
reasoning is that the Soviet leadership has known
what to do about it for the past fifty years. When-
ever there is danger that decreasing international
tensions will foster changes in Soviet society un-
wanted by the party, rep=~r-is= in f-avnncad Thoe

swers to them so self-evident. Had he forgotten so
much?

VI

rCRETARY Kissinger, former Senator

Fulbright, and others bhave insisted

that the only alternative to détente is cold war.

Since they seem 1o think that a return to cold war

is unthinkable, or at least unbearable, that would

leave us only with détente. The reality is far more

confused and disagreeable. Détente, cold war, and

appeasement have all been mixed up together,
with appeasement given the least consideration.

One of the ways appeasement was built into
détente has already been noted. The whole theory
and practice of giving “incentives” to the Soviet
Union to do what it should do in its own interest
or not at all was the entering wedge of appease-
ment. We tried to buy with gratuitous and unreci-
procated favors what is not for sale, especially not
in the one field that is supposed to matter most in
détente—~nuclear warfare.

But a humiliating climate of appeasement had
also been created. It was symbolized by the presi-
dential refusal to receive Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn
because the gesture might displease Leonid Brezh-
nev. Had Brezhnev ever refused to meet with an
anti-U.S. personage in order not to displease
Richard Nixon or Gerald Ford? This type of ap-
peasement is not new and not limited to the United
States. West Germany, whose détente with the
Soviet Union goes back to 1970, has practiced the
same kind of appeasement at the expense of one of
its own foremost writers. The German incident
shows that present-day appeasement takes certain
characteristic forms in more than one country.

In the summer of 1973, the eminent German
writer Giinter Grass was invited to give a private
reading from his works at the home of Ulrich
Sahm, the German ambassador in Moscow. Grass
made indirect contact with Sakharov and Solzhen-
itsyn in preparation for his visit, and Solzhenitsyn
intended to give him a manuscript to take back.
Meanwhile, both Sakharov and Solzhenitsyn issucd
statemients warning against the risks of détente.
This situation so frightened Ambassador Sahm
that he sent a private letter to Grass withdrawing
the invitation. Grass refused to let the matter re-
main private; he published the letter and dis-
cussed its implications on television and in the
press. A former upholder of Ostpolitik, he now
renounced it on the ground that its restrictions
meant the betrayal of culture in general and Rus-
sian writers in particular. Grass was thercupon
publicly and offensively rebuked by a spokesman
of the German Ministry of Foreign Affairs.4%

The Solzhenitsyn and Grass incidents were
symptomatic of a moral flaccidity that always goes
along with appeasement. The Soviets consider cul-
ture and ideology to Be outside the boundaries of
détente, but they seem to be the only oncs to
think so ot to act on this premise. Indeed, cultural
appeasement was also built into détente by virtue
of how the different political systems work.

A welltnawn American sbecialist in Soviet

is why détente has bedNO Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/29 : LOC-HAK-226-7-1-2

rather than less repression. There may be other
reasons for pursuing a policy of détente, but dis-
couraging repression is not one of them.

One wonders why Secretary Kissinger thought
that his questions were so crushing and the an-

of the scholarly-exchange program. ‘the doviet
scholar who comes to the United States can sec
anvything he asks for in American universities and
libraries. He goes back and writes about America’s
most painful contemporary problems—cthnic con-
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flicts, student riots, unemployment, crime, hlack
nationalism, and the like. The American scholar
has had to accept a different set of rules:

Indeed, and the best illustration of that is the
simple fact that for American scholars the most
interesting subject of study in the Soviet Union
is Soviet political history-for example Stalin
and Trotsky, the history of the party, the rela-
tionship bhetween party and government, the
purges of the 1930's, Soviet foreign policy, So-
viet economic policy, and so forth. We have
never been able to send a single American
scholar to the Soviet Union to look at any of
these problems.

When the exchange visits first started there
were applications on our side for the study of
these areas, but the Russians resolutely refused
to allow for applicants into their country.
Then, realizing how applications in these fields
of study would be treated by the Russians, our
young scholars shifted their applications to the
study of less sensitive questions, such as local
government which hardly exists in the Soviet
Union or 19th:céntury political history and
problems of that kind. In others words, the Rus-
sians turned us away from the issues which are
most central to us, and we are now doing their
job for them, because our professors tell their
young students not to bother with subjects that
would prejudice their charnces of being allowed
into the Soviet Unioni. . . .

Soviet control over opportunities for study in
the USSR has so influenced some of our more
timid colleagues interested in going or return-
ing to Russia, that they will not join other intel-
lectuals in protests against the Soviet treament
of dissidents, minorities, etc. and will even re-
fuse to participate in conferences that may be
distasteful to the Soviet government. The Soviet
government has in fact acquired some influence
both over the direction of Western scholarship
and over Western political attitudes 47

In effect, appeasement was built into détente
whenever we adapted ourselves to them but they
did not adapt themselves to us. In these circum-
stances, appeasement worked silently, automati-
cally, almost unthinkingly. It was the most insidi-
ous kind of appeasement because the cards were
stacked in the Soviets’ favor without any overt ef-
fort on their part.

SUCH have been the acrid fruits of
détente. They did not burst forth be-
cause there was anything wrong with the ideal of
détente. They flourished because too much ap-
peasement was built into détente. Appeasement
did not work in the 1930’s; it has not worked in
the 1970's and for the same reason—appeasement
cannot appease the unappeaseable. We now have
it from Secretary Kissinger that this is precisely
the position we are approaching today.

The latest Kissingerian theory was foreshadowed
by Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor for the State
Department, in an address on “The Meaning of
‘Détente’ ” at the Naval War College in the Jate
spring of 1975. Sonnenfeldr described the Soviet

military forces have acquired imercontincnta’r
reach only fairly recently; its capacity to in-

fluence events in remote areas is of relatively re-

cent standing; and it is only just acquiring the

habit of defining its interests on a global rather

than a solely continental' basis. For us, there-

fore, the problem is that of building viable re-

lationships with an emerging world power.

One reads these lines with astonishment. “Only
just beginuing”? “Only fairly recently? “Of
relatively recent standing”? Unfortunately, Son-
nenfeldt did not give any clue to how recent his
“recently” was. The unwary reader might imagine
that all this had happened during the past three
years of détente. l.ct us take just one of these
astounding statements—that the Soviet Union “is
only just acquiring the habit of defining its inter-
ests on a global rather than a solely continental
basis.”” A quarter of a century ago, North Korea
could not have carried on its. war if the Soviet
Union had not trained and equipped its army.
Continental or global? The major supplier of
North Vietnam was the Soviet Union. Continental
or global? In one way or another, as Communists,
the Soviet leaders have defined their interests on a
global basis for almost six decades. They have
had much more experience in this respect than the
Americans have had. This patronizing view of the
Soviet Union as a global power tells more about
the Counselor’s historical awareness than it does
about the Soviet Union.

In any case, if this is where the broad sweep of
history. has taken us, it should have had some
bearing on the state of détente. But Sonnenfelde
was not yet ready to. go that far. Instead, he gave
the fact that the Soviet Union “continues to grow
in power, weight, and reach” as a reason “why
we must persist in the basic policies we have been
pursuing ‘over the past several years”—incentives
and all.*®

Secretary Kissinger himself went public with the
new theory in an interview with Flora Lewis
which appeared in the New York Times of
December 21, 1975. He explained that the Soviet
Union had become an imperial superpower in an
expansionist phase that must run- its course. The
Soviets, he warned, will exploit every opportunity
to enlarge their dominion, unless the risks are
made too great for them. The Soviet move into
Angola demonstrates how far afield this ex-
pansionist momentum had carried them. Unless
the United States answered in kind in Angola, the
next stage of Soviet expansionism would be even
more dangerous and costly.

By this time the official line had clearly gone
beyond the Sonnenfeldt version of early 1975. It
went even further at Secretary Kissinger's. news
conference on December 23. It also began with a
strange history lesson:

The basic problem in our relation with the

Soviet Union is the emergence of the Soviet

Union into true superpower status. That fact

has become evident only in the 1970's. As late

as ‘the Cuban missile crisis, the disparity in
: LY b I B
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previously in the era of détente:
Its power continues to grow and its interests to
expand. Indeed, it can be said that in the

broad sweep of history, Soviet Russia is only
just beginning its truly “imperial” phase: its

favor.

In this broad sweep of history, we jump from
the Cuban missile crisis of 1962 to the 1970's. This
leap makes it appear as if we had to wait until
December 1975 to discover what was going on.
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The missile crisis convinced the Soviet leadership
that it was necessary to catch up with and over-
take the United States in strategic arms. The
Soviets caught up much more quickly than the
Americans had counted on; in fact, back in 1965,
the top American leaders did not think that the
Soviets had any intention of catching up. By the
time the SALT I talks were started in late 1969,
the Soviets had made such progress that the Amer-
icans were ready to settle for freezing both sides
at a Jevel of rough strategic parity. Despite SALT
I, if we may trust Paul H. Nitze, who deserves to
be heard respectfully as a SALT negotiator from
1969 to 1974, the Soviets have not been satisfied
with parity and have been aiming at strategic
superiority, a position which Nitze thinks they
began to achieve in 1973.42

One cannot, therefore, jump historically all the
way {rom 1962 to the 1970's. Something was hap-
pening within two or three years of the Cuban
missile crisis that brought us to the present
balance in strategic power. The shift has been
going on for about a decade, and. its implications
have Leen apparent throughout the course of
détente. It is rather late in the game to discover
that the Soviet Union possesses “true superpower
status.” .

And what, in the name of God, is “true super-
power status? At least as long ago as 1964, Henry
Kissinger referred to the Soviet Union as a
“superpower.”® In 1968, Kissinger noted that
the Soviet Union was one of the two powers
which possessed “the full panoply of military
might,”"5! Does the new status mean that the
Soviet Union in 1964 was an ‘“‘untruc” super-
power? Or does ‘‘true superpower” mean a
“super-superpower’? How much more of the {ull
panoply of military might, circa 1968, was it
necessary for the Soviet Union to possess to be
promoted to the rank of “true superpower”? If
the United States is also a “‘true superpower,” why
the special emphasis on this new classification?

This broad sweep of history is more a political
than a historical operation. The new status of the
Soviet Union has been discovered just in time to
explain a crisis in American détente policy, as if
the crisis were a result of immanent historical
forces instead of a misconceived policy. That the
crisis for détente may be a mortal one was made
plain by Secretary Kissinger in his December 23
news conference. These were fighting words:

We do not confuse the relaxation of tension

with permitting the Soviet Union to expand its

sphere by military means and that is the issue,
for example, in Angola. . ..

If the Soviet Union continues action such
as Angola, we will without any question resist. . ..

Unless the Soviet Union shows restramt in
its foreign-policy actions, the situation in our
relationship is bound to become more tensc, and
there is no question that the United States will
not accept Soviet mili*~wv evnancian of anv
kind.

Thus Kissinger has now been forced to give up

in fact, if not in name, one of the underlying
myths of détente—the theory that the Soviet
Union had become a status-quo power. This no-
tion was actually the implied premise of the
“Basic Principles” of May 1972. It has been a
costly myth, made all the worse because it was im-
plicitly fostered by official U.S. policy.

His 1s not the place to discuss at length

what the U.S. should do in Angola, a
large and difficult subject Ly itself. T wish to restrict
myself 1o the implications of the Angolan crists for
détente. The first thing that needs to be said, in
my view, is that the Angolan situation represents
two problems—one immediate and tactical, the
other long-range and strategic. It is necessary to
differentiate between them, for what may be good
in the long run need not be good in the short run,
Angola may not be the best place for the United
States to face the issue tactically; it is the right
place to understand the issue strategically. On the
tactical level, the United States need not permit
the Soviet Union to decide the time and place of
every confrontation of this kind.

As I write, it is too early to tell what the full
story of Angola is. Whatever the truth may be
about the various foreign interventions, the Soviets
clearly outbid all the others by bringing in thou-
sands of Cuban proxies, the nearest thing to using
their own troops, and by arming their side with far
more, far more costly, and far more advanced weap-
ons. In terms of the political significance of the
Angolan situation for détente, however, it matters
less what each side has done than that such a far-
away Soviet-American contest should have taken
place at all. For if, as Secretary Kissinger has main-
tained, the United States must react as strongly as
he has urged it to react in Angola in order to dis-
courage the Soviet Union “from taking advantage”
of favorable opportunities, we are faced with the
paradox that it is necessary to wage cold and not-so-
cold war in dangerous situations in order to save
détente for non-dangerous situations—in short, that
détente works when and where it is needed the
Jeast. If détente is so restricted, fluctuating,
ambiguous, and paradoxical, it can hardly be taken
as seriously as we had been led to believe.

Tactics asidé, Kissinger is finally right on the

strategic problem: the Soviet Union is in an impe-
rial, expansionist phase. We are faced strategically
with a long-term Soviet imperial pressure, now
gathering moinentum and based, as Soviet spokes-
men like to say, on a “new relationship of forces.”
If the Soviets can get the world to accept their ver-
sion of this “new relationship of forces,” the con-
sequences will be cumulatively disastrous.

This renewed Soviet pressure was building up
while the United States was beguiled by détente.
It is imprudent and implausible to conduct a
foreign policy based on holding _b:lck the new
Creiar avnansionism while still officially enmeshed
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